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FULL  REPORT 


OF  Tin  cIbe  of 


STACY  DECOW,  AND  JOSEPH  HENDRICKSON, 


THOMAS  L.  SHOTWELL. 

DECIDED 

AT  A  SPEXHAL  TERM  OF  THE  NEW  JERSEY  CX)URT  OF  APPEALS, 

HELD  AT   TRENTON, 

IN  JULY  AND  AUOUBT,  EIOHTEEM  HUNDRED  AND  TniETT-THREE. 

SKBBACIHe 

THE   DECISION  OF  THE  COURT  OF  CHANCKKY, 

PHOM  WHICH  TUB  APPSAX  WAS  XADK  ; 

THE   ARGUMENTS  OP  THE  COUNSEL  ON  EACH  SIDE, 

AND  THE  « 

VTITAI.  DECISION  OF  THE  COURT  OF  APPEAIiS. 

■     c  — --'  ' 

T\KEN  DOWN  Ilf  SHORT  HAND  BY  COMPETENT^  !y!Pf!RrE«P  AyO.  JIEVIPED  BY 

THE  REflPECTIVE  COUN»EI*'      '  '         '    ' 


PHILADELPHIA: 
P.  J.  GRAY.  No.  8i,  NORTH  THIRD  STREET, 

flOM>    IT  IIAHr/>N    DAY,    NRW    YORK,   AND    MOR(>AN   k,   SANXAY,   CFNCINNATI. 

1834. 
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SlttftCllt  according  to  Act  of  Congress,  in  the  year  1834,  by  P.  J.  Gbay,  in  the 
Clerk's  office  oftlie  District  Court  for  the  Elastcm  District  of  Pennsylvania. 


• "     1 


INTRODUCTION. 


The  law  case,  of  which  an  account  is  here  given,  grew  out  of  the  di- 
Ti«ion  existing  in  the  Society  of  Friends,  and  turned  upon  the  following 
circumstances : 

About  the  year  1792,  a  fund  was  created  by  certain  members  of  the 
preparative  meeting  of  the  Society  of  Friends  at  Grosswicks,  in  the  county 
of  Burlington  and  state  of  New  Jersey,  for  the  support  of  a  school  con- 
nected with  that  meeting. 

In  the  year  1827,  the  members  of  that  preparative  meeting  divided,  and 

one  party,  known  as  "  Hicksites,"  became  attached  to  the  Green  street 

yearly  meeting  in  the  city  of  Philadelphia.     The  other  party  known  as 

**  Orthodox,*'  remained  attached  to  the  Arch  street  yearly  meeting. 

Before  this  division  took  place,  Joseph  Hendrickson  had  been  appointed 

treasurer  of  the  school  fund,  and  as  such,  had  loaned  the  sum  of  two  thou- 

■ 

sand  dollars  to  Thomas  L.  Shotwell,  on  bond  and  mortgage.  After  the 
division,  Joseph  Hendrickson  remained  attached  to  the  <*  Orthodox"  party, 
and  the  '*  Hicksite"  preparative  meeting,  declaring  his  office  vacated,  ap- 
pointed Stacy  Decow  his  successor.  Thomas  L.  Shotwell,  who  was  not 
a  member  at  the  time  of  the  division,  but  who  afterwards  became  attached 
10  the  *'  Hicksite''  preparative  meeting,  refused  to  recognize  the  claims  of 
Hendrickson  as  treasurer,  whereupon  Hendrickson  exhibited  a  bill  of  com- 
plaint in  the  usual  form,  in  the  court  of  chancery  of  New  Jersey,  against 
Shotwell.  to  foreclose  the  equity  of  redemption  on  the  mortgage. 


IT  IMTRODncnON. 

In  his  bill,  Heiidrickson  set  forth  the  pretension  of  Shot  well,  that  Stacy 
Decow  was  the  lawful  treasurer  of  the  school  fund  :  and,  for  the  purpose 
of  rebutting  this  pretension,  he  set  forth  particularly  the  religious  contro- 
versy in  this  society,  and  alleged  that  a  difTerenrc  of  doctrine  was  the 
ground  of  the  division  ofthe  society  into  two  parties.  He  stated  that  there 
were  three  prominent  points  of  doctrine  on  which  they  differed:  that  the  an- 
cient  Society  of  Friends  believed  in  tlic  divinity  of  the  Saviour,  in  the  atone- 
ment, and  in  the  inspiration  and  unerring  truth  and  certainty  of  the  Holy 
Scriptures,  which  tenets  were  still  held  by  the  "  Orthodox"  party,  and 
are,  and  always  have  been  deemed  fundamental :  but  that  the  **  Hicksite" 
party  rejected  these  doctrines.  He  further  charged,  that  the  **  Hicksite*' 
party  had  seceded  from  the  institutions  and  government  of  the  church ; 
that  during  the  sitting  of  the  yearly  meeting  of  Philadelphia,  in  1827,  the 
members  comprising  tlie  "  Hicksite"  party  held  private  irregular  meetings, 
which  resulted  in  the  issuing,  by  them,  of  an  address  directed  to  their  own 
party,  calling  a  convention  for  the  purpose  of  forming  a  yearly  meeting  of 
their  own ;  that  this  convention,  composed  of  their  own  party,  met  ac- 
cordingly, and  did  form  a  new  yearly  meeting,  which  was  first  held  in 
Philadelphia,  on  the  second  Monday  in  April,  1828,  and  has'  continued 
since  to  be  held  annually  on  the  same  day  of  the  month.  He  also  stated, 
that  the  old  yearly  meeting,  at  their  sitting  in  1827,  was  regularly  ad- 
journed to  meet  the  ensuing  year  at  Philadelphia,  on  the  third  Monday  in 
April,  agreeably  to  jhc  established  rules  of  the  society  :  that  they  did  so 
meet  the  following  year,  and  have  continued  annually  to  assemble  at  that 
time  and  place  ever  since.  And  he  charged,  that  the  **  Hicksite"  prepara- 
tive meeting  at  Crosswicks,  was  detached  from  the  old  preparative  meet- 
ing, and  was  connected  with,  and  in  subordination  to,  the  new  <*  Hicksite** 
yearly  meeting  of  Philadelphia.  He  alleged  that  their  proceedings  amount- 
ed to  a  secession  from  the  government  of  the  church,  and  that,  as  such 
seceders,  they  were  not  identified  with  the  old  institution,  and  could  not 
carry  Uie  property  with  them.  Upon  the  filing  of  this  bill,  Thomas  L. 
Shotwell  came  into  court  and  exhibited  a  hill  of  interpleader  against  Jo- 


IMTBODUGTION.  y 

acph  Headrickson  and  Stacy  Decow,  the  two  adverse  treasurers,  in  which 
he  set  forth  their  respectiye  claims  and  pretensions.     Joseph  Hendrickson 
filed  an  answer  in  which  he  reiterated  and  insisted  upon  the  various 
grounds  charged  in  his  original  bill. 
Stacy  D^cow,  in  his  answer  to  this  bill  of  interpleader,  denied  that  the 

a 

three  religious  doctrines  already  stated,  were  fundamental  doctrines  with 
die  Society  of  Friends.    On  the  contrary,  he  said,  they  had  no  creed,  and 
every  individual  member  might  believe,  in  regard  to  them,  as  he  pleftsed. 
He  refused  to  disclose  his  religious  sentiments,  or  those  of  his  party,  al- 
leging that  he  was  not  bound  to  disclose  them  before  a  temporal  tribunal. 
He  contended  that  the  religious  Society  of  Friends  was  a  pure  democracy, 
acknowledging  no  head  but  Christ,  the  great  head  of  the  christian  church, 
and  that  they  did  not  consider  Elias  Hicks  as  their  leader;  that,  believing 
in  the  fundamental  doctrine  of  the  influence  of  the  divine  light  upon  the 
soul,  they  held  no  inquisition  over  the  consciences  of  their  fellow  men.   He 
denied  that  his  party  had  seceded  from  the  rule  and  government  of  the 
chnrclu     He  contended  that  they  had  merely  revived  the  government,  and 
organized  it  anew  upon  its  original  principles,  which  had  become  neces- 
sary, in  consequence  of  the  erroneous  and  irregular  proceedings  of  some 
members  of  tlic  opposite  party,  particularly  certain  elders  in  Philadelphia. 
After  the  pleadings  were  completed,  the  depositions  of  witq^sses  were 
taken  at  Camden,  opposite  to  the  city  of  Philadelphia,  before  Jeremiah  J. 
Foster,  Esq.  an  examiner  in  the  court  of  chancery,  which,  together  with 
the  pleadings  at  length,  and  some  of  the  exhibits  in  the  cause,  have  been 
published  in  two  volumes. 

The  chancellor  having  been,  whilst  at  tlic  bar,  one  of  the  counsel  in  the 
cause,  called  into  his  assistance,  agreeably  to  the  practice  of  the  court,  the 
chief  justice  and  one  of  the  associate  justices  of  the  supreme  court,  before 
whom  the  cause  was  heard. 

Garret  D.  Wall,  Esq.  and  the  Hon.  S.  L  Southard,  appeared  on  the 
part  o(  the  '*  Hicksites,"  and  George  Wood,  Esq.  and  Isaac  H.  William- 
son, Elsq.  on  the  part  of  the  "  Orthodox."     Chief  justice  Ewing  and  judge 
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Drake,  held  the  matter  under  advisement  from  January  to  July  1832, 
then  gave  separate  opinions  in  favour  of  the  **  Orthodox/* 

From  this  decision  the  "  Hiduites"  appealed  to  the  Court  of  Errors 
Appeals  :  and  before  this  court,  the  case  came  on  for  a  hearing  on  tlie  ] 
day  of  July,  1833.  About  two  weeks  were  employed  in  reading 
evidence :  after  which  the  counsel  occupied  between  two  and  three  w< 
in  delivering  the  speeches  recorded  in  this  volume. 

Wk  the  better  understanding  of  the  case,  we  republish  the  opiniou 
chief  justice  Ewing  and  judge  Drake ;  and  i;pfer  to  the  close  of  llic  vol 
for  the  final  decision. 
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THE  DECISION  IN  THE  COURT  OF  CHANCERY. 


CHANCERY  OF  NBW  JERSEY. 

BETWEEN  ^  % 

J08EFH  Hen DRICK80N,  eomjMnant,  i  ^  ^^^  ^^^. 

and  >     ^^ 

Thomas  L.  Shotwell  and  Euzabctu  his  trt/c,  dffendanU,   ) 

AND  BETWEEN 

Tbomas  L.  Shotwell.  eomplainani,  /  On  bill  of  inter- 

JosETH  Henbeickson  and  Stact  Dsoow,  defendants.  3     ^  * 

On  the  lOtli  July,  1832,  Cliief  Justice  Ewing  and  Justice  Drake  came  into  court, 
tnd  delivered  their  opinions  in  this  cause. 

Opinion  of  Chief  Justice  Ewing. 

Joseph  Hendrickson  exhibited  a  bill  of  complaint  in  this  courtetating,  that  on  the 
Kcond  day  of  April,  one  thousand  eight  hundred  and  twenty-one,  being  the  treasurer  m 
of  the  school  fond  of  the  preparative  meeting  of  the  Society  of  Friends  of  Chester- 
field, in  tlie  county  of  Burlington,  he  loaned  the  sum  of  two  thousand  dollars,  part  of 
that  fimd,  to  Thomas  L.  Shotwell,  who  tlicrcupon  made  a  bond  to  him,  by  the  name 
wid  description  of  Joseph  Hendrickson,  treasurer  of  the  school  fund  of  Crosswicks 
oieeling,  conditioned  for  tlie  payment  of  the  said  sum,  with  interest,  to  him,  treasurer 
ts  aforesaid,  or  his  successor,  on  the  second  day  of  Aprils  then  next  ensuing,  and  also 
a  mortgage  of  the  same  date,  by  the  like  name  and  description,  on  certain  real  estate, 
with  a  condition  of  redemption  on  payment  of  the  said  sum  of  money,  with  interest. 


to  the  said  Josepli  Hendrickson  or  his  successor,  treasurer  of  the  school  fund,  accordiD|r 

Dmas  L.  ShotweU 
refuses  to  pay  the  money  to  him,  being  treasurer  as  aforesaid,  on  dive^unfounded  and 


to  the  condition  of  the  aforesaid  bond.    He  farther  states,  that  Thomas  L.  Shotwel 


errooeoofl  pretensions;  and  he  seeks  relief  in  this  court  by  a  decree  for  the  forecldSre 
of  the  mortgage,  or  for  a  sale  of  the  mortgaged  premises,  and  an  appropriation  of  tha  * 
proceeds  to  the  payment  of  the  debt 

Sometime  after  the  exhibition  of  this  bill,  Thomas  L.  Shotwell  filed  here  a  bill  of 
interpleader,  wherein  Joseph  Hendrickson  and  Stacy  Decow  are  made  defendants;  in 
which  he  admits  the  above-mentioned  bond  and  mortgage,  and  the  source  from  which 
emanated  the  money  thereby  intended  to  be  secured,  the  school  fund  of  the  Chesterfield  • 
preparative  meeting.    Ho  admits,  also,  the  liability  of  himself,  and  the  real  estate 
described  in  the  mortgage,  and  avows  his  readiness  and  willingness  to  pay  whatever  is 
due.     But  he  says  Stacy  Decow  has  warned  him  not  to  pay  to  Joseph  Hendrickson, 
aOcging  that  Hendrickson  is  no  longer  treasurer  of  the  fund,  and  has  therefore  no 
right  to  receive;  and  that  he  is  the  treasurer  and  successor  of  Hendrickson,  and  aa 
such  claims  the  money  mentioned  in  tlie  bond  and  mortgage.    Seeking,  then,  the  pro- 
tection of  this  court,  and  offering,  on  being  indemnified  by  its  power,  to  pay  to  whom- 
soever the  right  belongs,  he  prays  that  Joseph  Hendrickson  and  Stacy  DSbcow  may, 
according  to  the  course  and  practice  of  this  court,  interplead,  aitd  adjust  between 
themselves  their  respective  claims. 

Joseph  Hendrickson  answered  this  bill;  and  insists  as  in  his  original  bill,  that  he  is, 
■8  he  was  when  the  bond  and  mortgage  were  executed,  the  treasurer  of  the  school  fund 
of  the  Chesterfield  preparative  meeting  of  Friends  at  Crosswicks,  and  is  entitled  to  the 
bond  and  mortgage,  and  to  receive  the  money  due  thereon. 

Stacy  Decow  mm  also  answered  the  bill  of  interpleader.  He  admits  the  loan  of  the 
money,  part  of  the  ff^ool  fimd,  to  Shotwell,  and  the  due  execution  and  delivery,  and 
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the  validity  of  tlie  bond  and  mortgrage,  and  that  when  they  were  made,  Joseph  Hen- 
drickson  was  tlie  treasurer  of  the  school  fund,  duly  appointed  by  the  Chesterfield 
^  preparative  meeting  at  Crosswicks ;  in  whom,  as  all  the  parties  in  this  cause  admit,  was 
vested  the  right  of  appointing  the  treasurer  of  the  fund.  But  he  says,  tliat  before  tlie 
filing  of  the  original  bill  by  Joseph  liendrickson,  and  **on  the  thirty -first  day  of  the 
first  month,  1828,  at  a  lawful  meeting  of  the  said  Chesterfield  preparative  meeting  of 
Friends,  held  at  the  usual  time  and  {uace  of  meeting  at  Crosswicks,  he  was  appointed, 
in  duo  and  lawful  manner,  treasurer  of  the  said  school  fund,  to  succeed  the  said  Joseph 
,  Hendrickson;  and  as  such  successor,  became  entitled  to  all  tlio  books,  obligations,  and 
other 4>apers,  which  he  had  in  his  possession,  and  also  to  tlie  funds  tlien  in  his  hands, 
and  more  particularly  to  the  bond  and  mortgage  in  the  original  bill  and  bill  of  inter- 
pleader  mentioned,  and  the  money  due  thereon;  and  the  said  Joseph  Hendrickson 
ceased  to  have  any  riglit,  title,  or  claim  thereto."  He  farther  insists  "  that  he  always 
has  eao^ued  since  his  appointment,  and  is  the  lawful  treasurer  of  tlie  said  school 
fund,  amtna  tlie  successor  of  tlie  said  Joseph  Hendrickson  is  lawfully  entitled  to  have 
aQd  receive  all  such  bonds,  obligations,  and  mortgagees,  and  the  money  due  thereon,  as 
had  been  taken  for  the  loan  of  an^  part  of  the  said  fund  in  his  name  as  treasurer  of  the 
said  school  fund,  or  payable  to  him,  as  such  treasurer,  or  his  successor." 

This  brief  view  of  the  pleadings  is  here  represented,  in  order  distinctly  to  cjdiibit,  in 
^  clear  and  naked  manner,  divested  of  auxiliary  and  explanatory  matters,  and  especially 
of  forensic  forms,  the  grounds  of  tlie  respective  claims  of  the  interpleading  parties. 
And  hence,  we  may  discern  the  great  outlines  of  the  inquiries  which  an  investigation 
of  this  cause  would  lead  us  to  make.  For  according  to  these  pretensions,  and  to  tliese 
alone,  thus  set  forth  in  the  pleadings,  as  they  are  respectively  supoorted  or  subdued  by 
the  proofs,  the  decree  of  this  tribunal  must  be  made,  whatever  otner  points  favourable 
or  unfavourable  to  either  party  may  become  manifest  by  tlie  evidence. 

Joseph  Hendrickson  claims  the  money,  because  originally  mode  payable  to  him,  and 
because  he  is,  as  he  then  was,  tlie  treasurer  of  the  fund. 

Stacy  Decow  clalCsthe  money,  because  payable  by  the  terms  of  the  bond  to  tlie  suc- 
cessor of  Joseph  Hendrickson  in  tliat  office,  and  because  ho  became,  and  is  such 
successor,  and  the  present  treasurer. 

A  slight  sketch  of  the  history  of  the  establishment  and  organization  of  tlie  Crosswicks 
school,  and  of  the  fund,  may  be  interesting,  and  will,  perhaps,  shed  light  on  some  step 
in  the  progress  of  our  investigations. 

The  education  of  youtli,  and  the  establishment  of  schools,  attracted  the  care  anc^ 

attention,  and  brought  out  the  exertions,  of  tlie  yearly  meeting  of  Philadelphia,  at  an 

early  day.     Most  earnest  and  pressing  rocommendations  of  tliese  interesting  duties,  to 

the  consideration  and  notice  of  the  society  were  repeatedly  mode;  and  to  render  tliese 

^more  effectual,  committees  were  appointed  to  attend  and  assist  the  quarterly  meetings. 

In  tlie  year  17M,  the  yearly  meeting  odopted  the  report  of  a  committee  "that  it  bo 

requnmended  tothe  quarterly,  and  from  tliem  to  the  montlily  and  preparative  meetings, 

thJRlie  former  advice,  for  the  collecting  a  fund  for  tlie  establishment  and  support  of 

*  schools,  under  the  care  of^  a  standing  committee,  appouitcd  by  the  several  monthly  or 

paitioular  meetings,  should  generally  take  place,  and  tliat  it  be  recommended  by  tfie 

yearly  meeting,  to  Friends  of  each  quarter,  to  send  up  the  next  year,  an  account  of 

what  they  have  done  herein."    And  the  report  sugg«*sls  tlic  propriety  of"  a  subscription 

towards  a  fund,  the  increase  of  which  might  be  employed  in  paying  the  masters*  salary, 

•  and  promoting  the  education  of  the  poorer  Friends*  children.*'    Vol.  2.  Evid.  387 

The  quarterly  mcetinff  of  Burlington  appear  to  have  faithfully  striven  to  promote  the 
wise  views  and  benevolent  purposes  of  the  yearly  meeting.  In  1777,  and  1778,  ap- 
pro]>riate  measures  were  adopted.  Vol.  2.  Evid.  436.  In  1783,  tlie  subject  was  **  afresh 
recommended  to  the  due  attention  of  their  monthly  and  preparative  meetings,  and  to 
produce  renewed  exertion,**  a  committee  previously  appointed,  was  dischor^sd,  and  a 
new  one  raised;  and  "it  is  desired,**  says  the  minute,  "that  accounts  of  our  progress 
herein,  may  be  brought  forward  timely,  to  go  from  this  to  the  ensuing  yearly  meeting.** 
Vol.  2.  Evid.  436. 

Within  the  bounds  of  the  Chesterfield  montlily  meeting,  although  a  committee  had 
been  fur  some  time  charged  witli  tlie  subject,  there  appears  no  practical  result,  until 
afler  the  meeting  in  April,  1788,  when  a  new  committee  was  appointed,  "  to  endeavour 
to  promote  the  establishing  of  schools,  agreeably  to  the  directions  of  tlio  yearly  meet- 
ing.'* Vol.  2.  Evid.  349.  In  August,  1 789,  the  committee  reported,  tliat  they  had  agreed 
on  a  place  to  build  a  school-house,  and  had  obtained  subscriptions  to  a  considerable 
amount,  and  had  agreed  "to  lay  the  same  before  the  monlhly  meeting  for  their  appro- 
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hation.*'  The  minute  of  the  meeting  api^ovefl,  **and  empowers  them  to  proceed.** 
VoL  2.  Evid.  349.  To  the  monthly  meeting  of  August,  1791,  ^the  committee  ap- 
pointed for  the  establishment  of  schools,  agreeably  to  the  direction  of  the  yearly 
meeting,  reported,  there  is  a  house  at  Cliesterfield,  so  far  finished,  that  a  school  might 
be  kept  in  it,  but  it  is  not  yet  occupied  for  that  purpose;  neither  is  there  any  such  school 
within  this  monthly  meeting."  The  clerk  was  directed  "  to  send  up"  this  report  "  to 
the  ensuing  quarterly  meeting."  Vol.  2.  Evid.  349.  No  other  action  on  it  took  place  by 
the  monthly  meeting,  until  lS;cember,  1791,  when  they  recommended  to  the  preparative 
meeting  of  Chesterfield,  "and  they  are  hereby  authorized,"  says  the  entry  on  tlie 
minutes,  ^  to  open  a  school  in  the  said  house,  and  appoint  a  suitable  number  of  Friends, 
as  trustees,  to  take  the  care  and  oversight  thereof,  and  to  make  rules  and  regulations 
for  the  government  and  promotion  of  the  institution ;  which  rules  and  regulations  shall 
ilfrays  be  inspected  by  the  montlily  meeting  committee,  for  their  approbation  or  dis- 
allowance; and  said  meeting  are  likewise  authorized  to  appoint  a  treasurer,  |a  receive 
BubM^riptions  and  donations,  for  accumulating  a  fund."     Vol.  2.  Evid.  349,  e^fflb.  51. 

The  fruit  of  those  discreet  and  vigorous  measures  soon  appeared.  The  house  built, 
provinion  made  for  trustees  and  a  treasurer,  and  the  accumulation  of  a  fund  thus 
earnestly  resolved,  a  subscription  was  opened,  and  numerous  and  generous  donations 
were  obtained.  The  original  instrument  of  writing  has  been  produced  before  us.  It 
is  an  interesting  record  of  Uberality.  The  subscribers  describe  themselves  to  b# 
**  members  of  the  preparative  meeting  of  the  people  called  Quakers,  at  Crosswicks.'* 
They  engage  to  make  the  payments  to  the  "  treasurer  of  the  school  at  Cross  wicks, 
begun  and  set  up  imder  the  care  of  the  preparative  meeting."  And  the  purpose  is  tlius 
declared.  "■  The  pvacipal  whereof,  so  subscribed,  is  to  be  an|^  remain  a  permanent 
fund,  under  the  direction  of  the  trustees  of  tlie  said  schogl,  now  or  hereafler  to  be 
chosen  by  the  said  preparative  meeting,  and  by  them  laid  out  or  lent  on  interest,  in 
inch  a  manner  as  they  shall  judge  will  best  secure  on  interest  or  annuity,  which  in- 
terest or  annuity  is  to  be  applied  to  the  education  of  such  chiMren  as  now  do,  or 
hereafler  shall,  belong  to  the  ftime  preparative  meeting,  whose  pamits  are,  or  shall  not 
be,  of  ability  to  pay  tar  their  education."     Ejchib.  1,  vol.  2.  Evid.  411. 

This  suliscription  was  the  basis  of  the  school  fimd.  Accessions  to  it  were  aflerwards 
made,  by  other  individuals  of  the  society;  and  the  quarterly  meeting  of  Burlington, 
who  hdd  and  owned  a  stock,  composed  of  donations,  bequests,  and  the  proceeds  of  the 
lak  of  some  meeting-houses,  r(»olved,  in  1792,  to  divide  a  portion  of  it  among  the 
monthly  meetings,  "  for  the  promotion  of  schoqjs,  answevable  to  the  recommendation 
of  the  yearly  meeting,  by  establishing  permanent  funds  within  such  of  the  meetings 
where  none  have  been  heretofore,  or  in  addition  to  such  as  are  already  established.** 
Vol  2.  Evid.  437,  exhib.  32.  The  share  of  Chesterfield  monthly  meeting  having  been 
received,  was  subdivided,  and  a  part  of  it  paid  over  to  the  treasurer  of  the  school  funtf '4 
of  the  preparative  meeting  in  Chc^rfield,  **  to  be  appli^  to  the  use  directed  by  the 
minute  of  the  quarterly  meeting.'*  ^1.2.  Evid.  347,  exhib.  51.  In  1802,  a  farther  snm, 
arising  from  the  sale  of  "an  old  meeting-llpuse,'*  was  paid  to  the  treasiux?r,  by  the 
montlJy  meeting,  to  be  appropriated  in  the  same  manner.  Exhib.  O  2,  voL  2.  Evid.  347. 
In  this  way,  and  by  discreet  and  prudent  management,  a  fund  was  accumulnvd,  a 
•chool-honBe  erected,  and,  as  we  learn  from  one  of^  the  witncc^es,  "  Friends,  for  many 
years,  generally  had  a  school  kept  therein,  under  their  superintendence,  and  frequently 
appropriated  a  part  of  the  proceeds  towards  paying  the  teacher's  salary,  and  for  the 
education  of  children  contemplated  in  the  original  establishment  of  the  fund.**  Samuel^ 
Cnh,  vol  2.  Evid.  350. 

A  part  of  this  fund,  as  we  have  already  seen,  was  loaned  to  Thomas  L.  ShotwcU,  and 
is  the  subject  of  the  present  controversy.' 

For  the  direction  of  the  school,  and  for  the  care,  preservation,  and  management  of 
the  fund,  provision,  as  has  been  shown,  was  made,  as  well  by  the  terms  of  the  subscrip- 
tion, as  by  the  resolution  of  the  monthly  meeting.  The  officers  were  accordingly 
appointed  by  the  preparative  meeting,  from  time  to  time,  as  occasion  required.  The 
trostces  were  usually  chosen  in  the  first  month  of  every  year,  vol.  2.  Evid.  287.  No 
fixed  term  of  office  appears  to  have  been  assigned  to  tlie  treasurer;  so  that  the  incum- 
bent remained  until  removed  by  d^ith,  resignation,  or  the  will  of  the  appointing  body. 
The  persoo  who  held  that  station  when  the  subscription  was  made,  continued  there 
until  1812,  when  another  Friend- succeeded  him,  and  remained  in  office  tmtil  Joseph 
Hendricksoo  was  duly  appointed,  in  1816. 

The  &LCtM  thus  6r  presented  are  not,  and  from  the  pleadings  and  evidence  in  the 
erase,  cannot  be,  the  subject  of  dispute.  There  are  some  positions,  deducible  from 
them,  which  are  equally  clear  and  incontrovertible. 


First,  The  money  mentioned  in  the  bond  being  payable  |p  Joseph  Hendrickson, 
as  treasnrery  he  has  an  indisputable  right  to  claim  and  receive  it,  if  he  remains  in  that 
office. 

Second.  Inasmuch  as  he  was  duly  appointed,  which  is  unequivocally  admitted  by 
the  pleadings,  and  inasmuch  as  the  term  of  office  of  treasurer  docs  not  cease  by  efflux 
of  time  or  by  previous  limitation,  the  legal  presumption  is  that  lie  remains  in  office  until 
competent  evidence  of  his  due  removal  is  given. 

Third.  Such  being  the  case,  Joseph  Hendrickson  is  not  required  to  produce  fiirther 
evidence  of  his  right  to  receive  the  money,  or  of  his  continuance  in  office,  or  tliat  he  has 
been  retained  there  by  the  competent  authority ;  but  whoever  denies  that  fight,  or  seeks 
to  sustain  any  claim  on  the  ground  that  he  has  ceased  to  be  treasurer,  ought  to  establish 
the  ground  by  lawful  and  si^cient  proof. 

I^rih,  Inasmuch  as  Stacy  Dccow  alleges  that  Joseph  Hendrickson  was  removed 
from  ofigjfle,  and  that  he  was  appointed  his  successor  and  treasurer  of  the  school  fund, 
(and  upoB  this  removal  and  appointment,  ho  rests,  in  his  answer,  for  the  entire  support 
of  his  claim,)  it  is  incumbent  on  him  to  establish  the  fact  and  legalKy  of  this  removal 
and  appointment. 

The  power  of  appointment  and  removal,  as  the  litigating  parties  unqualifiedly  admit, 
is  vested  in  tlie  Chesterfield  preparative  meeting  at  Crosswicks,  meant  and  mentioned 
in  the  original  subscription  paper  or  agreement  of  the  donors ;  which  is  distingnished 
as  exhibit  No.  1.,  and  which  I  have  already  referred  to  as  the  basis  of  the  school  fund. 
The  parties  also  admit,  or  rather,  insist,  in  their  pleadings,  by  their  evidence,  and  in  the 
arguments  of  tlicir  counsel,  that  the  preparative  meeting  is  one  and  undivided ;  or  in 
other  words,  that  thcDB  is  and  can  be  but  one  body  entitled  to  bf  called  Chesterfield 
pnparative  meeting,  to  ei^rcise  its  power  and  authority,  and  especially,  the  prerogative 
oir removal  and  appointment  It  farther  appears  from  the  evidence,  that  a  body  c^ling 
themselves,  and  claiming  to  be,  the  Clicster field  preparative  meeting  of  Friends  at 
Crosswicks,  did,  on  the  thirty-first  day  of  January,  1828,  adopt  a  resolution  and  enter  it 
on  their  minutes,  t<f\he  following  eficct :  "  This  meeting  being  now  informed  by  tlie 
trustees  who  have  the  immediate  care  and  trust  of  the  school  fund  belonging  to  this 
meeting,  that  the  person  who  was  sometime  since  appointed  treasurer  thereof^  refuses 
to  settle  the  account  of  the  said  fund  with  them,  this  meeting,  therefore,  now  think 
it  best  to  appoint  a  Friend  to  succeed  liim  as  treasurer  of  the  said  fund,  and  Stacy 
Dccow  being  now  named  to  tliat  service  and  united  with  by  this  meeting,  is  appointed 
fccordingly." 

We  arc  now  brought  to  the  issue  between  these  parties,  and  are  enabled  to  propound 
for  solution,  the  question  on  which  their 'Respective  claims  depend;  was  this  body  the 
Chesterfield  preparative  meeting  of  Friends  at  Crosswicks,  meant  and  mentioned  in  the 
establishment  of  the  school  fund  ?  If  it  was,  Stacy  Dccow  is  the  successor  and  treasurer. 
If  not,  Joseph  Hendrickson  remains  in  office,  andii  entitled  to  the  money. 

The  meetings  in  the  society  of  Friends  arc  of  nvo  kinds,  for  worship,  and  for  disci- 
pline, as  they  are  sometimes  culled,  or  in^plher  words,  for  business.  This  distinction  is 
sufficiently  correct  and  precise  for  our  present  purposes,  and  it  is  not  necessary  to  pause 
to  (Whsidcr  of  the  suggestion,  I  have  read  somewhere  in  the  testimony  or  documents  in 
the  cause,  or  perhaps,  heard  from  the  counsel  in  argument,  that  every  meeting  for 
discipline,  is  in  trutli  a  meeting  for  worship,  since  nc  who  cordially  and  faithfully 
performs  any  ecclesiastical  duty,  does  thereby  pay  an  act  of  adoration  to  the  Almighty. 
*"  The  meetings  for  business  are  four  in  number,  marked  and  distinguished  by  peculiar 
and  characteristic  differences ;  preparative,  montlily,  quarterly  and  yearly.  These  are 
connected  together,  and  rise  in  gradation  and  rank  in  the  order  of  tlieir  enumeration. 
£a(^  yearly  meeting  comprehends  several  quarterly  meetings ;  each  quarterly  meeting 
several  monthly  meetings ;  and  every  monthly  meeting  embraces  several  of  the  lowest 
order,  preparative  meetings.  The  preparative  meeting  is  connected  with,  and  subordi- 
nate to,  some  monthly  meeting ;  tlie  monthly  meeting,  to  some  quarterly  meeting ;  the 
quarterly  meeting,  to  its  appropriate  yearly  meeting.  The  connexion  and  subordination 
are  constitutional  and  indispensable ;  insomuch,  that  if  any  quarterly  meeting  withdraws 
itself  from  its  proper  yearly  meeting,  without  being  in  due  and  regular  manner  united 
to  some  other  yearly  meeting,  it  ceases  to  be  a  quarterly  meeting  of  the  society  of 
Friends.  In  like  manner  of  the  other  meetings,  down  to  the  lowest  So  that  if  the  pre- 
parative meeting  withdraws  from  its  peculiar  montlily  meeting,  and  does  not  unite  with 
another  of  the  same  common  head,  or  some  other  legal  and  constitutional  head,  or  in 
other  words  some  acknowledged  meeting,  it  does,  fixmi  the  moment,  and  by  the  very 
act  of  withdrawal,  eetae  to  be  a  preparative  meeting  of  the  society  of  Friends. 


Tke  truth  cxf  the  position  I  haye  thw  laid  down,  renpectinlf  connexion  and  subordina- 
tion, will  not,  I  presame,  in  the  manner,  and  to  the  full  extent  which  I  have  stated, 
meet  with  any  denial  or  doubt  Yet,  as  it  is  of  considerable  importance  in  the  present 
eaosc,  I  shall  show  that  it  is  established ;  first  by  the  constitution  and  discipline  of  the 
aociety ;  second,  by  their  usages,  or,  as  tliey  mi^ht  be  called,  in  forensic  language, 
cases  in  point,  or  precedents ;  and  lastly,  by  tne  opmion  of  the  society  at  large,  so  far  as 
may  be  learned  from  the  yiews  of  well  mfbrmed  members. 

in  the  first  place,  then,  as  proposed,  let  us  look  into  the  book  of  discipline.  We  find 
there  the  following  dear  apd  explicit  language.  **  For  the  more  regular  and  effectual 
support  of  this  order  of  the  society,  besides  tlie  usual  meetings  for  the  purposes  of  diyine 
wonfaip,  others  are  instituted,  subordinate  to  each  other;  such  as,  first,  preparatiye 
meetings,  which  ocHfimcmly  consist  of  tlie  members  of  a  meeting  for  wor^p;  second, 
moatMy  meetings,  each  of  which  commonly  consists  of  several  preparative  meetings; 
third,  quarterly  meetings,  each  of  which  consists  of  the  monthly  meetings;  and  fourth, 
the  yearly  meetings,  which  comprises  tlie  whole."  **  These  meetings  have  &!1  distinct 
aUotments  of  ser^nce.**  The  connexion  of  the  several  meetings,  and  their  subordination, 
in  the  manner  I  have  suggested,  are  here  most  plainly  and  unequivocally  shown  and 
established.  The  place  which  this  clause  occupies  in  the  discipline  or  constitution, 
(anlH  the  latter  name  seems  more  familiar,  or  at  least  to  convey  to  professional  minds, 
more  distinct  ideas,)  serves  to  illustrate  its  importance.  It  is  mentioned  at  the  com- 
mencement ;  as  if^  one  of  the  first  truths  to  be  taught  and  known ;  as  if,  tlie  very 
fuundation  of  the  structure  of  discipline  raised  upon  it  The  article  on  appeals  speau 
the  same  idea.  A  person  aggrieved  may  appeal  from  the  monthly  meeting  to  the 
quarterly  meeting,  and  the  monthly  meeting  are  in  such  case,  {^appoint  a  committee  to 
diow  the  reasons  of  their  judgment,  and  submit  it  there,  where  the  judgment  is  tflte 
eonfinnod  or  reversed,  from  the  quarterly  meeting,  an  appeal  may  be  taken ^o 
the  yearly  meeting,  where  a  committee  are  to  attend  with  copies  of  the  records  of 
the  monthly  and  quarterly  meetings,  and  where  the  matter  is  to  be  finally  determined ; 
and  a  copy  of  the  determinatian  is  to  be  sent  to  the  meeting  firom  which  tlie  appeal  came. 
In  the  article  on  meetings  for  discipline  are  contained  me  following  clauses.  **  The 
connexion  and  subordination  of  our  meetings  for  discipUne,  are  thm :  preparative  meet- 
ings are  accountable  to  the  monthly ;  monthly  to  the  quarterly ;  and  the  quarterly  to 
the  yearly  meeting.  So  that  if  the  yearly  meeting  be  at  any  time  dissatisfied  with  the 
prooecdings  of  any  inferior  meeting,  or  a  quarterly  meeting  with  the  proceedings  of 
either  of  its  monthly  meetings,  or  a  monthly  mq^^ng  with  the  proceedings  of  either  of 
its  preparatiye  meetings,  such  meeting  or  mqetings  ought  with  readiness  and  meekness, 
to  rente  an  account  mereof  when  required.*^  *^  It  is  agreed,  that  no  quarterly  meeting 
be  set  op  or  laid  down  without  the  consent  of  the  yearly  meeting;  no  monthly  meeting 
without  the  consent  of  the  quarterly  meeting ;  nor  any  preparative  or  other  meeting  for 
business  or  worship,  till  application  |pthe  monthly  meeting  is  first  made,  and  when  uiere 
approred,  the  consent  of  the  quarterly  meeting  tie  also  obtained." 

Another  clause  requires  monthly  meeting^  to  appoint  representativef  to  attend  the 
quarterly  meetings;  and  that  at  least  four  of  each  sex  be  appointed  in  every  quarterly 
meeting  to  attend  the  yearly  meeting.  Another  clause  is  in  tliese  words :  "  The  use 
and  deflgn  of  preparative  meetings  is,  in  general,  to  digest  and  prepare  business,  as 
occasion  may  require,  which  may  be  proper  to  be  laid  before  the  monthly  meeting." 

The  connexion  and  subordination  of  these  meetings,  and  their  relative  rank  or  statidB  j 
in  ecclesiastical  order,  being  thus  plainly  and  conclusively  shown  and  established  by^ 
the  highest  aothority,  the  revered  and  respected  rule  of  government  for  this  whole 
religioos  oommmiity,  we  may  naturally  expect,  what  accordingly  we  find,  numerous 
instances  of  the  exercise  of  authority,  of  the  subsistence  of  this  connexion,  and  of  the 
fruits  of  this  subordination,  in  the  conduct  toward  each  other,  of  the  respective  meetings. 
From  the  examples  which  are  abundantly  furnished  us  in  tlie  evidence,  I  shall  select  a 
yery  few,  and  I  prefer,  for  obvious  reasons,  to  take  them  from  the  minutes  of  Burlington 
and  Chesterfield  meetings.  The  constant  intercourse,  by  representatives,  and  the 
frequent  appointment  and  attendance  of  committees  from  the  yearly  to  the  quarterly, 
and  from  the  latter  to  the  inferior  meetings,  need  only  be  mentioned  in  general  terms, 
to  be  brought  fix»h  to  the  remembrance  of  all  who  know  anything  of  the  ecclesiastica] 
historT  of  their  own  times,  or  of  their  predecessors,  or  who  have  perused  the  testimony 
and  documents  before  us.  In  second  month,  1778,  the  quarterly  meeting  of  Bur* 
Kngtoo  directed  the  times  of  holding  certain  preparative  meetings,  so  as  to  be  convenient 
to  a  committee  who  were  to  visit  tl^m.  In  second  month,  18^,  the  quarterly  meeting 
ttftiiuJ  to  wJkm  tlw  bidding  of  an  afiemooa  meeting  for  worship,  in  Trenton,  and 
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directed  their  clerk  to  inform  the  montlily  meeting  of  Chesterfield  of  their  determination. 
In  1821,  the  Trenton  preparative  meeting  requested  of  the  monthly  meeting,  permission 
to  continue  their  afternoon  sittings,  and  leave  for  one  year  was  given.  In  the  fiAh 
month,  1825,  the  quarterly  meeting  declared,  that  certain  persons  admitted  into 
membership  in  Chesterfield  monthly  meeting,  were  not  members,  and  tlie  clerk  was 
directed  to  communicate  this  conclusion  to  that  meeting  and  to  the  individuals.  In 
fiflh  month,  18^,  the  quarterly  meeting  annidled  tlie  proceedings  of  the  Chei^tcr field 
monthly  meeting  respecting  Uie  reception  of  a  person  as  one  of  its  members.  In 
eleventh  month,  1825,  Trenton  aflcmoon  meetings  were  discontinued  by  order  of  the 
*  monthly  meeting.  In  fourth  month,  1826,  the  Trenton  preparative  meetmg  requested 
permission  to  hold  an  ailernoon  sitting,  which,  at  the  next  monthly  meeting  was 
refused.  In  1826,  Thomas  L.  Shotwell,  one  of  tlie  parties  in  tlus  cause,  was  disowned 
by  the  monthly  meeting  of  Chesterfield.  He  appealed  to  the  quarterly  meeting  of 
Burlington,  where  the  disownment  was  confirmed.  In  the  Chesterfield  preparative 
meeting  of  sixth  month,  1827,  the  extracts  from  the  yearly  meeting  of  fourth  month, 
1627,  were  produced  and  read.  Contributions  of  money  are  statedly  made,  according 
to  a  prescribed  ratio,  and  forwarded  by  the  inferior  to  Uie  superior  meetings,  and  thus 
a  stock,  as  it  is  called,  is  maintained  in  Uie  yearly  meeting.  Occasional,  or  ex  re  vata, 
contributions  have  also,  at  times,  been  made.  The  yearly  meeting  of  1827,  reconni- 
mended  the  raising  of  a  large  sum,  three  thousand  dollars,  for  a  work  of  benevulonce, 
and  tlic  preparative  and  montlily  meetings  of  Chesterfield  pursued  tlic  recommendation, 
and  bore  their  usual  and  proportional  part  in  carrying  it  into  effect. 

A  brief  reference  will  show  that  individuals,  as  well  as  meetings  and  tlie  book  of 
discipline,  recognize  ai^  maintain  the  connexion  and  subordination  of  the  several  IkkIIcs 
iattie  society.  In  the  pleadings  of  the  parties  in  this  cause,  the  position  is  stated  by 
efln  of  them,  especially  by  tlie  interpleading  parties,  Hendrickson  and  Decow.  To 
these  documents,  as  far  as  the  cause  is  concerned,  it  might  sufiice  to  refer,  since  what- 
ever  is  admitted  by  both  parties,  is,  as  it  respects  them,  incontrovertible.  But  a 
recurrence  to  the  y^ta  of  the  controversy,  will  show  tliat  what  is  said  on  this  topic  in 
the  pleadings,  is  the  very  language  and  sentiment  of  this  whole  religious  community. 
For  the  sake  of  breffty,  I  wUl  content  myself  witli  mentioning  the  names  of  tlic  wit- 
nesses, and  the  pages  of  the  printed  volumes,  whither  any  one  will  resort  who  is 
disposed  to  examine  tiicm  at  large.  Samuel  Bcttle,  voL  1.  62,  63.  83 ;  Samuel  Parsonn, 
■  Tol  1.  170  ;  Thomas  Evans,  vol.  1.  271,  272.  311 ;  John  Gummere,  vol.  1.  316 ;  Samuel 
Craft,  vol.  1.  334;  Abraham  Lower,  vol  1.  379,  405;  Halliday  Jackson,  vol.  2.  144,  178, 
191 ;  Charles  Stokes,  vol  2.  218,  229;  Josiah  Gaskill,  vol  2.  297;  James  Brown,  vol.  2. 
321,322.  • 

From  this  view,  it  seems  to  me  established  beyond  the  reach  of  doubt,  that  according 
to  the  constitution  of  the  society  of  Friends,  a  preparative  meeting  must  be  subordinate 
to  and  connected  with  a  monthly  meeting,  which  iii^nnccted  with  and  subordinate  to  a 
quarterly  meeting,  which  again  is  connected  with  and  subordinate  to  a  yearly  meeting. 
There  can  bo  fto  preparative  meeting  whi|h  is  not  so  connected  and  subordinate.  1  o 
descend  from  generals  to  particulars,  evciy  preparative  meeting  witliin  the  bounds  of 
the  yearly  meeting  of  Philadelphia,  is,  and  must  be  connected  with,  and  subordinate  to, 
a  monthly  meeting  connected  with,  and  subordinate  to,  a  quarterly  meeting,  wliich  is 
connected  with,  and  subordinate  to,  that  yearly  meeting.  There  can  be  no  preparative 
.flweting  within  those  bounds,  which  is  not  so  connected  and  subordinate.  From  tliis 
Constitutional  principle,  tlic  foUowin^  rule  results  as  a  corollary.  Every  preparative 
meeting  within  those  bounds,  which  is,  through  and  by  its  appropriate  links,  connected 
with,  a»d  subordinate  to,  the  yearly  meeting  of  Philadelphia,  is  a  "  preparative  meeting 
of  the  people  called  Quakers;"  and  any  preparative  meeting  or  assemblage  of  persons, 
calling  themselves  a  preparative  meeting,  not  thus  connected  and  subordinate,  is  not  a 
preparative  meeting  of  that  people. 

In  laying  down  these  propontions,  I  expressly  avoid,  and  do  not  propose  to  examine 
or  decide,  unless  in  the  sequel  I  find  it  necessary,  a  question  much  agitated  and  dis- 
cussed, whether  a  monthly  meeting  can  be  laid  down  without  its  consent  There  is, 
however,  another  proposition  connected  therewith,  which,  so  as  to  make  use  of  it  here- 
after,  if  necessary,  I  shall  state  barely,  without  a  protracted  or  tedious  inquiry,  because 
I  believe  no  one  will  gainsay  it.  A  preparative  meeting,  cannot  be  made  or  coiistituj^ 
within  the  bounds  of  its  superior,  the  quarterly,  or  to  speak  more  definitely,  a  new  pre- 
ptrative  meeting  cannot  be  set  up,  within  the  bounds  of  the  Burlington  quarterly  meet- 
mg,  without  the  sanction  of  the  latter  body ;  that  b  to  say,  of  the  Burlington  quarterly 
meeting,  which  is  eoimeeted  with,  and  subordinate  to,  the  yearly  meeting  of  Philadef- 


pliia.  I  avoid,  lor  the  present  at  leaM,  another  tofnc,  or  rather,  I  mean,  in  the  proposi- 
tions  above  Mated,  to  exprew  no  opinion  upon  it,  whether  a  superior  meeting  may 
control  an  inferior,  in  matters  of  property,  or  of  a  pecuniary  nature ;  and  also,  another 
topic  som<!vrhat  discussed  in  the  examination  of  the  witnesses,  if  not  by  tlie  counsel  on 
the  argument,  whether  a  superior  meeting  can,  without  appeal,  reverse  the  decision  of 
in  inferior,  or  take  cognizance  directly  and  originally,  of  matters  not  coming,  by  way 
of  appeal,  through  the  subordinate  meetingrg. 

The  general  doctrine  of  the  connexion  and  subordination  of  meetings  ibr  business,  I 
liiall  now  proceed  to  show,  has  been  expressly  applied  to  the  preparative  meeting  of 
Chesterfield.  And  as  this  topic  bears  much  upon  the  result  of  our  inquiries,  I  must 
enter  into  some  detaiL 

Joiiei>h  Ilendrickson,  in  his  answer,  says,  "  There  have  been  for  many  years  past,  a 
montlify  and  preparative  meeting,  of  tlie  said  society  of  Friends  of  Chesterfield . . .  .at 
Crosswicks : . . .  that  the  said  meeting  at  Crosswicks,  is  under  the  control  and  jurisdic- 
tion of  the  said  yearly  meeting  of  Philadelphia : . . . .  that  some  of  tlie  memlxirs  of  a 
namber  of  quarterly  and  montmy  meetings,  which  were  under  the  control  and  jurisdic- 
tion of  the  regular  and  constitutional  yearly  meeting,  at  Philadelphia  aforesaid . . . .  met 
at  Philadelphia,  on  the  third  Monday  in  October,  1^7,  and  then  and  there,  irregularly, 
and  contrary  to  discipline, ....  formed  a  new  yearly  meeting  of  their  own,  which  was 
adjoomed  by  them,  to  the  second  Monday  of  April,  1828;  just  one  week  before  the  time 
of  Uie  sitting  of  the  regular  constituticmal  yearly  meeting : . . .  .that  these  religious  dis- 
sensions and  divisions  found  their  way  into  tlic  meeting  of  the  society  of  Friends,  at 
Crosswicks  aforesaid :....  that  tlie  *Hicksite'  party,  and  *  Orthodox'  paifjf ....  there, 
hold  separate  and  distinct  meetings,  for  business  and  worship,  the  former  being  under 
the  jurisdiction  and  control  of  the  new  yearly  meeting  of  Philadelphia  aforesaid^S 
which  they  have  attached  themselves,  having  renounced  the  jurisdiction  and  control  of 
the  ancient  yearly  meeting  aforesaid ;  the  latter,  being  under  Uie  jurisdiction  and  control 
of  the  ancient  yearly  meeting.'*    Stacy  Decow,  in  his  answer,  says,  ^  that  for  many 
jears,  there  has  been  established,  at  Crosswicks, ....  a  preparative  meeting  of  the  reh- 
gious  society  of  Friends,  or  people  called  Quakers,  called  and  knMirn  by  the  name  of 
the  C^hestcrfield  preparative  meeting  of  Friends,  held  at  Crosswicks.    There  is  also  m 
monthly  meeting  of  Friends  estabhshcd  at  the  same  place.    That  this  defendant  is 
now,  and  has  heen  fi^r  twenty  years  and  upwards,  a  member  of  the  said  several  meet-    '^> 
ings : . . . .  that  the  said  Chesterfield  preparative  meeting  of  Friends,  at  Crosswicks,  to  '^ 
which  he  belongs,  is  the  same  preparative  meeting  of  Friends,  at  Crosswicks,  under 
whose  care,  the  said  school  fund  was  placed :• . . .  that  the  said  Chesterfield  preparative 
meeting  of  Friends,  at  Crosswicks,  of  which  this  defendant  is  a  member,  holds  com- 
munication with  the  yearly  meeting  of  Friends  established  in  Philadelphia,  which  the 
■aid  Joseph  Hendrickson  m  his  original  biU,  improperly  calls  the  *  Hicksite'  party, .... 
and  whicli  yearly  meeting  this  defendant  insists,  is  the  yearly  meeting  of  the  ancient 
and  true  society  of  Friends.    He  denies  tiiat  thk  society  of  Friends  to  which  he  belongs;, 
hare  seceded  from  the  faith,  the  religious  institutions  or  government  of  the  ancient  and 
n-ligious  society  of  Friends,  or  firom  the  ancient  legitimate  yearly  meeting  at  Philadel- 
phia; but  the  tune  of  holding  it  has  been  changed  from  the  third  second  day  in  the 
fourth  month,  to  the  second  second  day  of  the  same, ....  there  being  no  constitutional 
tiiue  for  the  assembling  of  the  yearly  meeting,  the  time  of  holding  it  was  changed  to 
the  time  it  is  now  held..... The  said  yearly  meeting  assembled  again  on  the  said 
Kcond  seoGod  day  in  the  fi^urth  month,  1828,  and  is  now  settled  on  its  ancient  founda- 
tions and  pcinciplos.    This  defendant  tliereforc  denies  tliat  it  is  a  new  yearly  meeting 
within  the  pale  of  ooe  already  in  existence." 

The  testimony  on  this  subject,  of  some  of  the  witnesses,  is  to  the  following  effect 
John  Gummere,  voL  1.  Evid.  315,  **  Burlington  montlily  meeting,  is  a  subordinate  branch 
of  Burlington  quarterly  meeting,  which  quarter  is  subordinate  to  the  Philadelphia 
jearly  njceting.**  Ibid.  318,  ^  That  yearly  meeting  ....  is  held  annually  on  the  third 
t«ccond  day  of  we  fourth  month,  at  Arch  street  meeting-house,  in  Philadelphia."  Samuel 
Crafl,  vol.  1.  Evid.  334,  says,  ^  From  my  earliest  recollection,  I  have  been  a  member  ^ 
Barlington  quarterly  meeting,  and  for  about  thirty-six  years  past,  I  have  been  a  mem- 
ber of  Chesterfield 
and 

njecting, ^  , ^ , 

second  day  in  the  fourth  month,  annually."  Josiah  Gaskill,  vol.  2.  Evid.  297,^Bayi^ 
**  The  monthly  meeting,  which  I  am  a  member  of,  does  consider  itself  members  of  Bur- 
UngtoQ  quarterly  iiieeuog«  which  coiuddefB  itself  members  of  the  yearly  meeting  of 
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Friends  held  in  Philadelpliia,  on  tho  Becond  secondday  of  fimrth  mimth  at  Green  Hireet" 
Ibid.  3U1,  "  The  Burlington  quarterly  meetinfif ....  held  at  Chest^ffield ....  have  sent 
repreeentatives  to  the  yearly  meeting  of  Friends  held  in  Philadelphia,  in  fourth  month 
ever  since ....  tlie  second  second  day  in  fourth  mouth  ....  at  Green  street,  instead  of 
Arch  street  The  yearly  meeting  at  Green  street,  I  consider  tho  yearly  meeting  of 
Friends ....  and  because  it  is  tljc  same  yearly  meeting  which,  prior  to  18b27,  had  been 
held  in  Arch  street."     James  Brown,  vol.  2.  Evid.  321,  says,  *^  These  quaaterly,  monthly, 

and  preparative  meetings,  are  but  parts  of  the  one  great  whole,  the  yearly  meeting 

The  Chesterfield  montlily  and  preparative  meetings  were  component  parts  of  the  Bur- 
lington quarterly  meeting.  The  Burluigton  quarterly  meeting,  was  a  branch  of  the 
yearly  meeting,  which,  in  fourth  month,  1827,  was,  and  for  many  years  before  had 
been  held  in  Arch  street,  Philadelphia."  ....  He  "  attended  most  part  of  the  yearly 
meeting  in  Arch  street,  1827,  as  a  member  of  the  society,  and  belonging  to  Chesterfield 
monthly  meeting."  Ibid.  322,  ^We  have  not  attached  ourselves,  as  I  apprehend,  to 
any  other  yearly  meeting  of  Philadelphia,  tliat  is  reorganized,  and  held  on  the  second 

second  day  in  fourtli  month,  annually We  do  not  consider  ourselves  members  of 

the  yearly  meeting  held  there  (in  Arcli  street)  since  1827."  "  That  portion  of  the  Ches- 
terfield  preparative  meeting  which  ....  continues  to  hold  that  meeting  at  the  usual  times 
and  places ;"  (that  is  to  say,  Uic  preparative  meeting  whereby  Decow  was  appointed 
treasurer  oi^the  school  fund,  as  is  elsewhere  shown  and  expressed)  **  acknowledge  them- 
selves,  or  claim  to  be,  a  part  of  the  monthly  meeting  which  ....  still  continues  a  member 
of  the  Green  street  yearly  meeting."  The  testimony  of  the  last  witness,  James  Brown, 
demands  pMuliar  attention  from  the  station  he  held,  as  clerk  of  the  preparative  meeting 
of^hich  Decbw  is  a  member,  and  from  tlie  confidence  reposed  in  that  officer  by  the 
^l^ges  of  the  society,  and  the  intimate  knowledge  he  must  acquire  and  possess  of  the 
acts,  connexions,  and  sentiments  of  the  meeting.  <• 

It  thus  appears  tliere  were  and  are,  two  distinct  bodies,  each  claiming  to  be  the 
Chesterfield  preparative  meeting  of  Friends  at  Crosswicks,  and  each  claiming  to  be 
the  same  meeting  under  whose  care  the  school  fund  was  placed,  and  yet,  de  jvre^  re- 
mains.  I  stop  hei%  a  moment,  to  fix  tlie  time  when  these  boidies  were  distinctly  and 
l^parately  organized,  in  order  to  ascertain  whether  it  was  before  the  appointment  of 
Decow,  as  treasurer  of  the  school  fund.  And  on  account  of  thcf  connexion,  it  may  be 
useful  to  look  also,  to  the  higher  meetings.  The  separation  in  the  Burlington  quarterly 
meeting  appears  to  have  occurred  in  the  eleventh  month,  1827.  Samuel  Emlen,  voL  1. 
Evid.  325;  Joeiah  GaskiU,  vol.  2.  Evid.  301 :  Charles  Stokes,  vol.  2.  Evid.  207.  The 
latter  witness  says,  he  "attended  the  Burlington  quarterly  meeting  in  the  eleventh 
month,  1827.  At  that  meeting  a  separation  did  take  place."  And  in  answer  (229)  to 
this  question,  **Ailer  the  separation  of  which  you  have  spoken,  in  1827,  did  your 
quarterly  meeting  consider  itself  as  a  constituent  branch  of  the  yearly  meeting  held  at 
Arch  street,  Philadelphia,  on  the  tliird  second  day  of  fourth  month?"  He  answered, 
••  Tho  quarterly  meeting  considered  itsAf  a  constituent  branch  of  the  yearly  meeting 
of  Philadelphia,  which  had  been  held  some  years  previously  at  the  Arch  street  house, 
on  the  third  second  day  of  fourtli  month ;  but  which,  owing  to  the  circumstances  which 
had  grown  out  of  the  unsettled  and  divided  state  of  society,  it  was  concluded,  should 
be  held  on  the  second  second  day  of  fourth  month." 

The  separation  in  the  monthly  meeting  at  Chesterfield,  or  the  session  of  two  distinct 
bodies,  and  the  transaction  of  business  separately  by  these  bodies,  took  place  as  early 
as  ninth  or  tenth  montli,  1827.  Samuel  Emlen,  vol.  1.  Evid.  324,  328,  331 ;  Samuel 
Crafl,  vol.  1.  Evid.  336,337;  Josiah  Gaskill,  vol.  2.  Evid.  284.  He  fixes  the  time, 
the  tenth  month,  1827,  and  says,  "  Tliere  did  a  separation  take  place  in  Chesterfield 
monthly  meeting  in  thot  montli."  He  farther  states,  (296)  tliat  the  Chesterfield  monthly 
meeting  with  which  he  was  united,  did  at  their  meeting  in  that  month,  appoint  repre- 
hentativcs  in  behalf  of  that  meeting,  to  attend^lie  contemplated  yearly  meeting  to  be 
held  in  Philadelphia  in  that  same  month ;  and  in  this  respect  he  is  fuUy  supported  by 
the  book  of  minutes,  which  is  before  us  as  an  exhibit;  and  he  farther  testifies,  that  the 
representatives,  with  one  exception,  attended  the  yearly  meeting  in  the  tenth  month, 
1827. 

The  separation  in  the  preparative  meeting  of  Cliesterfield,  bears  date  on  the  twelfth 

Jionth,  1827.  Samuel  Emlen,  vol.  1.  Evid.  325;  Samuel  Craft,  vol.  1.  Evid.  339,  347; 
oeiah  Gaskill,  vol.  2.  Evid.  286.  The  laUer  witness  says,  (287)  that  after  those  who 
wparated,  left  the  preparative  meeting,  the  meeting  proceeded  in  first  month,  1828,  to 
appoint  trustees  of  the  school  fund,  and  that  Decow  was  appointed  treasurer  at  the 
same  meeting.    The  testtmooy  of  James  Brown  is  very  explicit  and  satiafiictory  on 
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this  topio,  and  its  importance,  from  the  station  he  held  as  clerk  of  the  meeting;  haa 
been  already  suggested.  Hp  says,  vol.  2.  Evid.  323,  that  the  appointment  of  Stacy 
Decow  as  treasurer  of  the  school  ^d,  was  made  after  the  time  when  the  separation  of 
the  preparaiive  meeting  of  Chesterfield  into  two  bodies  or  meetings,  each  calling  them- 
•elves  the  Chesterfield  preparative  meeting,  took  place. 

II  thus  clearly  appears,  that  before  tlie  appointment  of  Decow  as  treasurer,  there 
were  formed  and  existed,  two  distinct  bodies,  claiming  to  be  the  Chesterfield  preparative 
meetiiig  of  Friends;  the  one  of  them  connected  with  a  body  calling  itself  the  ancient 
jearly  meeting  of  Friends  of  Philadelphia,  which  holds  its  sessions  on  the  third  second 
day  of  April,  m  a  meeting-house  on  Arch  street,  and  the  other,  and  by  which  Decow 
was  appointed,  which  disclaims  all  connexion  with  the  above  mentioned  yearly  meeting, 
is  connecte(^with  another  body  calling  itself  the  ancient  yearly  meeting  of  Friends' of 
Philadelphia,  which  holds  its  sessions  on  the  second  second  day  of  Apru  in  a  meeting- 
house on  Green  street.  It  also  appears  there  are  two  separate  bodies,  styling  them- 
selves and  claiming  to  be,  the  ancient  and  constitutional  yearly  meeting  of  Friends  of 
Philadelphia.  There  is,  however,  and  there  can  be,  as  is  asserted  and  lulmitted  by  all, 
but  one  ancient  yearly  meeting,  and  but  one  body  entitled  to  that  appellation.  This 
truth  is  distinctly  admitted  by  the  pleadings  of  the  parties;  it  is  plainly  asserted  by  the 
book  of  discipline,  which  all  who  claim  to  be  of  the  society  of  Friends,  as  do  all  the 
parties,  and  if  my  memory  is  correct,  all  the  witnesses,  m  the  cause,  unqualifiedly 
admit  to  be  their  standard  and  their  euidc ;  and  it  is  testified  by  several  of  the  wit. 
nesses,  whose  depositions  I  have  akeady  noticed ;  to  which  may  be  added  that  of  Hal- 
liday  Jackson,  an  intelligent  and  well  informed  witness  examined  on  the  pait  of  Decow» 
ToL  2.  Evid- 155. 

We  are  now  brought  to  the  inquiry,  which  of  these  two  bodies  or  meetings  is  flie 
ancient  yearly  meeting  of  Friends  of  Philadelphia;  an  inquiry  which,  if  I  may  judge 
from  my  own  feelings  and  reflections,  is  of  the  deepest  interest  and  importance.  There 
i^  and  can  be  but  one  Chesterfield  preparative  meeting  of  tlie  society  of  FriendF. 
There  is,  and  can  be  but  one  yearly  meeting.  A  preparative  meeting  must  be  con- 
nected with  the  yearly  meeting  of  Philadelphia,  and  witliout  such  connection,  no  as- 
semblage  is  a  preparative  meeting.  One  of  these  bodies,  or  preparative  meetings,  \m 
connected  with  the  one,  and  the  other  with  the  other  of  the  yearly  meetings.  Which 
then  is  the  yearly  meeting?  Or  to  confine  our  inquiry  within  the  only  requisite  range, 
is  the  meeting  or  body  assembling  on  the  second  second  day  of  the  fourth  month  at 
Green  street,  the  ancient  yearly  meeting?  If  it  is,  Decow  is  the  treasurer.  If  not,  as 
I  have  already  shown,  Hendrickson,  once  the  acknowled^red  treasurer  and  tlie  obligee, 
named  as  such  in  the  boui,  is  entitled  to  the  money.  When  such  consequences  hang 
on  this  question,  may  I  n^  call  it  interesting  and  important?  May  I  not  stand  excused, 
if  I  approach  it  with  great  anxiety  and  deep  solicitude  ? 

In  the  latter  part  of  the  seventeenth  ceniury,  and  at  a  very  early  period  in  the  pro- 
jp^ss  of  the  settlement  of  New  Jersey  and  Pennsyhrania,  the  number  and  condition  of 
the  followers  of  George  Fox,  or  the  people  called  Quakers,  rendered  it  desirable  they 
should  be  brought  under  a  common  head,  according  to  the  form  of  ecclesiasticiu 
goremment  adopted  in  Ensrland,  and  already  existing  in  some  of  tlie  more  ancient 
colonics.  In  the  year  1681  or  1685,  (the  precise  time  seems  to  be  controverted,  and 
cannot  influence  our  present  pursuits,)  a  yearly  meeting  was  established,  comprehending 
the  provinces  of  New  Jersey  and  Pennsylvania,  and  the  members  of  that  religious 
society,  and  their  already  organized  meetings  and  judicatories  of  inferior  grades.  This 
body  was  not  a  mere  incidental,  casual,  disconnected  assemblage,  convening  without 
previous  arrangement,  ceasing  to  exist  when  its  members  separate  and  formed  anew 
when  incfividuds  came  together  again  at  some  subsequent  time.  It  was  a  regularly 
organized  and  established  body,  holding  stated  sessions,  corresponding  with  other  bodieSi 
(rf*  the  same  religious  denomination,  consulting  together  for  the  welraxe  of  a  portion  of 
their  church  and  its  members,  the  ultimate  arbiter  of  all  differences,  and  the  common 
hnd  and  governor  of  aU  belonging  to  the  society  of  Friends,  within  its  jurisdiction, 
which  extended  over  the  territories  just  mentioned,  while  they  were  called  provinces, 
and  since  they  assumed  the  name  and  rank  of  states.  The  meetings  of  this  body  were 
held  annually,  as  its  name  imports,  and  as  long  and  steady  usage  has  wrought  into  a 
part  o£  its  essential  structure.  The  time  and  place  of  convention  are  subject  to  llij^ 
control,  and  have,  accordingly,  in  several  instances,  been  fixed  and  altered  by  it  The 
time  and  place,  however,  when  and  where  only  the  body  can  constitutionally  assemble 
and  act,  must,  when  fixed,  so  remain,  until  **  the  voice  of  the  body,**  *^  in  a  yearly 
meeting  ca|ncity,'*  whtcfa  alooe  has  the  power  and  right  **  to  govern  its  own  prooeea- 
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ings,**  shall  resolve  on  and  enact  a  change.  Such«  !s  certainly  the  rule  of  constitutional 
law,  as  applicable  to  this  body ;  and  such  was  their  own  practical  construction  of  it  in 
the  year  1798,  when  in  the  conscientious  discharge  of  duty;  tlicy  assembled,  undeterred 
by  the  ravages  of  pestilciice  and  the  arrows  of  death.  From  tlie  year  1685,  for  noarly 
a  century  and  a  half,  this  body  held  its  periodical  sessions;  for  years,  alternately  at 
Burlington  and  Philadelphia,  and  finally  in  the  latter  city  alone ;  and  there,  successively, 
at  their  houses  on  Pine  street,  on  Keys*  alley,  and  on  Arch  street.    Changes  in  time 


month  of  each  yeaj^;  and  by  the  book  of  discipline,  promulged  by  the  yearly  meeting 
an  1806)  and  as  already  observed,  the  acknowledged  constitution  of  this  religious  com- 
monity,  the  latter  day  is  declared  the  period  for  its  convention.  No  otlier  day  is 
mentioned;  no  other  day  is  provided  for  under  any  circumstances;  nor  is  any  occasional, 
intermediate,  or  special  meeting  authorized. 

In  the  year  1826,  at  the  prescribed  time  and  place,  a  meeting  was  held.  Afler  the 
transaction  of  its  business,  it  adjourned,  according  to  the  ancient  and  wonted  form,  **  to 
meet  in  the  next  year  at  the  usual  time."  This  body  thus  convened  and  thus  adjourned, 
was,  without  dispute,  the  Philadelphia  yearly  meeting  of  Friends.  On  the  third  second 
day  of  April,  1827,  at  the  house  on  Arch  street,  the  designated  time  and  place,  a 
meeting  assembled.  It  was  composed  of  the  representatives  from  the  several  quarterly 
meetings,  and  of  all  such  individuals  as  inclination  or  duty  had  brought  together.  The 
regular  conatituent  parts  were  there.  Those  who  are  since  so  openly  divided  by  name, 
perhaps  by  feeling,  peradventure  by  principles,  then  sat  down  together ;  one  in  form,  if 
not  in  spirit;  in  imity  of  body,  if  not  of  mind.  The  clerk  of  the  preceding  year, 
according  to  ancient  rule,  opened  the  meeting  in  due  order,  for  however  simple,  there 
was,  nevertheless  an  established  ceremony.  The  representatives  were  called,  certificates 
of  visiting  strangers  were  received,  epistles  from  corresponding  bodies  were  read,  com- 
mittees were  arranged,  tlie  usual  ajSairs  of  the  occasion  were  transacted  in  unity  and 
peace.  The  representatives  were,  in  wonted  manner,  desired  to  abide  for  the  next  step 
in  the  progress  of  business.  This  body,  thus  convened,  was  assuredly  the  yearly 
meeting;  and  up  to  the  close  of  the  forenoon,  it  sustained  its  constitutional  existence. 
If  that  assemblage  ceased  to  "be  the  Philadelphia  yearly  meeting,  something  which 
occurred  subsequent  to  the  close  of  the  first  sitting  must  have  wrought  out  that  result 

Such  result  was  produced,  say  the  defendant,  Decow,  and  the  meeting  whereby  he 
was  appointed  treasurer.  This  body  ceased  to  be  the  yearly  meeting  of  Friends,  was 
dissolved,  broken  up  **into  its  individual  elements,"  (Abraham  Lower,  vol.  l.Evid.421,) 
and  reorganized,  in  tlie  ensuing  autumn,  in  the  yearly  meifing  which  assembled  in 
Green  street,  which  became  invested  with  the  constitutional  powers  and  rights  incident 
to  the  Philadelphia  yearly  meeting,  and,  th($  successor,  or  rather  the  continuance  of  the 
wine  body,  which  had  been  form^  in  Che  'seventeenth  century,  at  Burlington,  and  had 
from  thence  conducted  and  governed  the  affairs  of  the  society,  and  connected  with  itself 
the  subordinate  meetings,  tnd  this  whole  religious  conmiunity. 

Our  next  duty,  then,  is  to  examine  the  causes  which  are  alleged  to  have  deprived 
this  body  of  constitutional  existenee.  And  these  are,  first,  the  acts  of  the  body  in  a 
collective  capacity;  second,  the  omission  of  the  body  to  perform  certain  collective  du- 
ties; and  third,  the  designs,  plans,  views,  feeling  and  acts  of  individual  members. 
Under  one  or  another  of  these,  is  comprehended,  it  is  believed,  every  operating  cause 
suggested  in  the  pleadings,  in  the  testimony  of  the  witnesses,  and  in  the  arguments  of 
the  counsel. 

The  only  acts  alleged  against  the  body  in  a  collective  capacity,  are  two  in  number. 
First,  the  appointment  of  a  clerk  of  the  meeting ;  and  secondly,  the  appointment,  near 
the  close  of  the  session,  of  a  committee  to  visit  tlic  subordinate  meetings. 

Firstj  the  appointment  of  clerk  to  the  meeting.  To  regard  the  act  against  which 
this  complaint  is  directed  as  the  appointment  of  a  clerk,  is  an  entire  misapprehension. 
It  was,  in  trutli,  no  more  than  tlie  continuance  in  ofHce  of  the  former  clerk ;  and  as  it 
seems  to  me,  so  far  from  an  act  of  the  body  in  its  collective  capacity,  in  violation  of 
any  rule,  it  was  a  strict,  and  under  the  circumstances  in  which  tlie  meeting  was 
^aced,  an  unavoidable  compliance  with,  and  adlierencc  to,  the  ancient  custom  and  order 
of  tlie  society. 

According  thereto,  the  nomination  of  clerk  is  to  be  made,  not  in  or  by  the  meeting 
at  large,  but  by  the  representatives,  as  they  are  called,  or  in  other  words,  the  persons 
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deputed  by  the  Bevenl  quarterly  meetinn  to  attend,  not  merely  as  individuals,  but  as 
the  organs  of  those  meetings,  in  their  official  character. 

The  representatives,  pursuant  to  the  request  already  mentioned,  remained  at  the 
dose  of  the  forenoon  session,  to  discharge  this  duty.    It  b  not  my  purpose  to  inquire 
mto,  or  relate  in  detail,  what  passed  among  them.    In  the  result,  they  could  not  agree, 
or  did  not  agree,  on  the  names  of  any  persons  to  be  proposed  for  the  offices  of  clerk 
uul  assistant;  and  a  report  to  this  effect  was  made  to  the  yearly  meeting,  when  it 
opened  in  the  aflemoon.    No  nomination  was  offered.    Put,  now,  the  case  in  the 
strongest  view ;  suppose  the  representatives  had  wantonly,  or  in  neglect  of  their  trust, 
omitted  to  propose  names  to[the  meeting  ?  Was  all  further  proceeding  at  an  end  7   Was 
the  meeting  closed?  The  book  of  discipline,  it  is  true,  prescribes  no  guide  or  directory 
under  such  circumstances.    But  ancient  custom,  founded  on  the  obvious  dictates  of 
reason,  had  established  in  this  respect  an  operative  law.    The  clerk  and  his  assistant,  of   • 
the  preceding  year,  were  to  act,  and  without  any  new  appointment  or  induction,  wero 
authorized  to  continue  or  discharge  their  appropriate  functions,  until  the  names  of  other 
persons  were  regularly  brought  lorward,  and  united  with,  or  in  other  words,  appointed. 
In  accordance  herewith,  and  in  view  of  the  condition  of  the  meeting,  and  of  the  dif> 
ficulty  which  existed,  an  aged  member,  (William  Jackson,)  who  had  attended  more 
than  sixty  years,  and  had  thus  acquired  experience,  perhaps  beyond  any  individual  of 
the  assembly,  rose  and  stated,  that  **  it  had  been  always  the  practice  for  tlie  old  clerks 
to  serve  until  new  ones  were  appointed  ;**  and  he  proposed  to  the  meeting,  **  that  the 
present  clerks  should  be  continued  for  that  year."    (Thomas  Evans,  vol  1.  Evid.  265.) 
Some  difference  of  opinion  occurred  and  was  expressed,  as  to  tlic  course  most  eligible 
to  be  pursued.    Some  persons  wished  to  refer  the  subject  again  to  the  representatives, 
lor  fiulher  consideration.    **  Several  of  the  representatives  gave  it  as  their  opinion,  there 
would  be  no  advantage  in  so  referring  it,  as  there  was  not  the  smallest  probability  that 
they  could  agree.    Ine  first  person  who  expressed  this  opinion,  was  one  of  those  who 
have  since**  united  with  the  meeting  in  Green  street,  *'  and  he  added,  that  although  he 
should  have  been  in  favour  of  a  change  in  the  clerk,  if  it  could  have  been  satisfactorily  ^ 
accomplished,  yet  as  that  was  not  likely  to  be  the  case,  he  thought  the  meetins*  had  ^ 
better  proceed  with  its  business.    Several  others  of  the  same  party  expressed  similar 
sentiments.    Meanwhile  a  considerable  number  of  those**  who  remain  attached  to  the 
Arch  street  meeting,  **  expressed  their  approbation  c^  the  continuance  of  the  present 
derks,  and  a  minute  desiring  the  old  clerks  to  contittue  to  serve  the  meeting^^  (Samuel 
Bettle,  voL  1.  Evid.  68,)  was  made  and  read.    ^  On  the  reading  of  the  minute,  some  of 
those  who**  now  belong  to  the  Green  street  meeting,  "still  continued  to  object,  when 
one  of  their  number  remarked,  he  believed  it  was  the  best  thing  the  meeting  could  do, 
under  all  thcVircumstuces,  and  advised  them  to  submit  to  it,  as  he  did  not  think  it     , 
would  make  so  much  difference  to  them,  as  some  of  them  might  imagine.    Similar 
sentiments  were  expressed  by  one  or  twc^thers  of  that  party,  and  all  objections  to  the 
appointment  having  ceased,  John  Comly,  thcrasaytant  clerk,  was  requested  to  cone  to 
the  table.    He  did  not  immediately  do  so,  nor  until  sev^al  of  his  fi-icnds  expressed 
that  they  thought  that  the  business  of  the  meeting  had  betKr  go  forward.**     The  usual 
business  then  proceeded.    This  view,  is  chiefly  extracted  from  the  testimony  of  Tho- 
mas Evans.    It  is  fully  sustained  by  the  depositions  of  Samuel  Bettle  and  Joseph 
Whitall,  and  is,  in  no  material  point,  impugned  by  any  contradictory  evidence.    Some 
other  witnesses,  who  speak  o£  these  transactions,  are  not  so  full  and  minute  in  detail, 
and  some,  it  is  to  be  regretted,  do  not  recollect  the  occurrences  of  very  interesting 
moments;  as,  for  exami^l^  one  of  them,  speaking  of  the  aflemoon  of  the  first  day,  and-  ^ 
having  related  some  of  the  events,  added,  "  The  meeting  proceeded  on  that  aflemofti. 
I  don't  remember  particularly  what  took  place.**    (HaUiday  Jackson,  vol.  2.  Evid.  54) 
In  their  opinions,  in  their  inferences,  in  their  feelings,  we  observe,  as  might  be  expected, 
a  dificrence  among  the  witnesses,  but  it  is  pleasing  to  meet  with  no  such  collision  of 
fiicts,  as  to  render  necessary  the  delicate  and  arduous  duty  of  weighing  and  comparing 
evidence. 

It  is  however  said,  the  greater  number  of  the  representatives  wished  to  release  the    > 
fiinner  d^k,  and  to  nominate  another  in  his  stead;  that  a  proposal  was  made  to  take 
their  sense  l:^  a  vote ;  and  that  this  measure,  which  would  have  resulted  in  a  majority  * 
lor  a  mmr  derk,  was  prevented  and  defeated,  by  the  conduct  of  those  who  sought  to 
retain  the  services  of  the  former  officer. 

One  of  the  peculiar  and  distinguishing  characteristics  of  this  people,  consists  in  their 
mode  of  transacting  business  and  arriving  at  condusions ;  in  which,  rejecting  totally 
the  principle  tbnt  a  majority,  as  such,  is  to  rule,  or  dedde,  or  govern,  they  arrive  at  an 
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unity  of  resolution  and  action,  in  a  mode  peculiar  to  themselvefl,  and  entirely  dilTercnt 
from  that  common  to  all  civU  or  political,  and  to  most  ecclesiastical  bodies.  They 
look  and  wait  for  an  union  of  mind;  and  the  result  is  produced,  not  by  a  vote, or  count 
of  numbers,  but  by  a  yielding  up  of  opinions,  a  deference  for  tlie  judgment  of  each 
other,  and  an  acqmcscencc  or  submission  to  the  measure  proposed.  Where  a  division 
of  sentiment  occurs,  the  matter  is  postponed  for  farther  consideration,  or  witlidrawn  or 
dismissed  entirely ;  or«  afler  sometimes  a  temperate  discussion,  and  sometimes  a  silent 
deliberation,  those  who  support,  or  those  who  oppose  a  measure,  acquiesce  in  the  sense 
of  the  meeting  as  collected  and  minuted  by  the  clerk ;  and  they  beheve  tlie  **  spirit  of 
truth,**  when  the  meeting  is  **  rightly  gathered,*'  will  be  transfused  through  their  minds, 
and  they  will  be  guided  and  innucnced  **  by  a  wisdom  and  judgment  better  than  their 
own,*'  and  that  their  clerk  wiU  be  led  to  act  under  **  the  oversliadowing  of  that  power, 
which  is  not  at  his  command,  and  which  will  enable  him  to  make  proper  decisions.** 
One  of  the  witnesses  examined  on  the  part  of  Decow  informs  us,  the  clerk  **  coUccts, 
not  by  an  actual  count  of  numbers,  or  recording  the  yeas  and  nays,  yet  by  an  estimate 
of  the  prevailing  sense,  which  the  meeting,  after  discussion,  usiuUIy  settles  with  suffi- 
cient distinctness,  one  way  or  the  other.*'  (Charles  Stokes,  vol.  2.  Evid.  249.)  The 
account  given  by  Clarkson,  in  his  Portraiture  of  Quakerism,  is  represented  to  be  cor- 
rect, although  never  expressly  recognized  by  the  society.  "  When  a  subject  is  brought 
before  them,  it  is  canvassed  to  the  exclusion  of  all  extraneous  matter,  till  some  conclu- 
sion results ;  the  clerk  of  the  meeting  then  draws  up  a  minute,  containing,  as  nearly  as 
he  can  collect,  the  substance  of  this  conclusion ;  this  minute  is  then  read  aloud  to  the 
auditory,  and  either  stands  or  undergoes  an  alteration,  as  appears  by  the  silence  or 
discussion  upon  it,  to  be  the  sense  of  the  meeting ;  when  flillyagrccd  upon,  it  stands 
ready  to  be  recorded.**  (1  Clarkson^s  Portrait,  C^ak,  157.)  The  world  at  large,  and 
especially  those  who  have  not  closely  observed  the  practical  operation  of  these  princi- 
ples, in  the  peace  and  harmony  and  prosperity  of  the  internal  affairs  of  this  religious 
community,  may  be  strongly  inclined  to  call  in  question  their  expediency.  A  repubUcan 
spirit  may  see  no  just  rule,  but  in  the  voice  of  a  majority.  A  jealousy  of  power  may 
suspect  too  much  confidence  in  the  fairness  and  candour  of  the  clerk.  But  the  conclu- 
sive answer  to  all  such  suggestions  and  suspicions  is,  that  they  are  free  to  act  as  their 
judgments  and  eonsciences  may  dictate.  We  are  not  to  interfere  with  their  church 
government  any  more  than  wilk  their  modes  of  faith  and  worship.  We  arc  to  respect 
Sieir  institution^  and  to  sustain  them.  Nor  can  any  individual  be  hereby  aggrieved. 
He  is  under  no  restraint  to  remain  among  them.  Whenever  he  is  persuaded  that  either 
their  faith  or  their  practice,  does  not  accord  with  his  own  views  of  reason  and  Scripture, 
he  is  at  liberty  to  leave  them,  and  to  seek  elsewhere,  more  purity,  more  spirituahty, 
more  christian  and  Scripture  order,  more  safety,  more  republicanism,  or  more  peace. 
The  constitution  of  this  society,  neither  recognizes  nor  makes  provision  for  a  vote,  or  a 
decision  on  the  principle  of  numbers,  in  ai^y  instance  or  predicament  The  minutes 
an4.  journals  of  the  various  meetings,  not  merely  within  the  bounds  of  this  yearly 
meeting,  but  within  the  pale  of  tiie  Vholc  society,  do  not  Aimish,  so  far  as  we  are  able 
to  learn,  a  single  record  of  a  vote  taken,  or  a  count  of  numbers.  The  instances  of 
reports  made  by  the  major  part  of  committees,  form  no  exception  to  the  universality  of 
this  rule  of  action.  Nor  do  the  few,  I  say  few  emphatically,  compared  with  tlie  myriads 
of  decisions  standing  on  their  records,  nor  do  the  few  minutes,  which  industry  has 
gleaned  up,  of  expressions  like  these :  **  the  greatest  part  of  Friends  think  it  best,"  or 
**  it  appears  to  be  the  most  general  sense,**  serve  to  show  that  a  vot^  was  taken,  or 
that  numbers,  as  such,  prevailed,  or  that  tlie  minor  part  did  n«t  freely  relinquish  their 
liews,  and  cordially  acquiesce  in  those  of  the  greater  part.  Let  us,  fer  example,  look 
to  the  minutes  of  Chesterfield  monthly  meeting,  of  sixth  month,  1691,  because  it  is,  of 
Chesterfield,  and  of  very  ancient  date.  ^  The  building  of  the  meeting-houses  being 
taken  into  consideration,  a  meeting-house  on  this  side  is  generally  agreed  upon  to  be 
huOt,  and  the  greatest  part  of  Friends  think  it  best  to  have  it  at  tlie  gravo-jard.**  Here 
IS  no  allusion  to  a  vote,  nor  anytliing  to  indicate  that  all  did  not  acquiesce  in  what  the 
.«'eatest  part  thought  best  Barclay,  in  his  treatise  on  church  government,  gives  the 
rollowing  explanation,  and  most  pointedly  condemns  the  rule  of  tlio  greatest  number. 
'**The  only  proper  judge  of  controversies  in  the  church,  is  the  spirit  of  God;  and  the 
power  of  deciding  lies  solely  in  it,  as  having  the  oitfy  unerring,  infellible  aa^  certain 
judgment  belonging  to  it;  which  infallibility  is  not  necessarily  annexed  to  aii^  persons, 
person  or  place,  whatever,  by  virtue  of  any  office,  place  or  station  any  one  may  have, 
or  have  had,  in  the  body  of  Christ;  that  is  to  say,  ihni  any  have  ground  to  reason  thus, 
because  I  am,  or  have  been,  such  an  eminent  memboi;,  therefore  my  judgment  is  in&l- 
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fibia,  or  becaoae  we  are  the  gretttest  number.**  {Barclay  on  Church  Oowmmentt  78.) 
Hence,  then,  I  think,  we  are  not  called  to  inquire  how  far  the  allegation  as  to  the 
relative  numbers  of  the  representatives  is  correct,  and  we  may  jusUy  dismiss  from 
&rtber  coosideration,  the  objection  that  the  old  clerk  would  not  have  received  a  nuu 
jority  of  votes.  The  very  proposal  to  take  a  vote,  was  an  overture  to  depart,  and  the 
oonsummation  of  it  would  have  been  a  departure,  from  an  ancient  and  unvarying 
practice,  which  had  not  only  mwn  up  to  an  overshadowing  tree,  but  had  its  root  in 
reli^ous  &ith,  and  was  nouriuicd  and  sustained  by  religious  feeling. 

The  inquiry,  too,  is  of  little  importance,  since,  as  I  have  shown,  the  omission  of  the 
leprcsentAtiTes  to  agree  in,  and  propose  a  nomination,  only  resulted  in  a  continuance 
cf  the  former  officers,  and  did  neither  abridge,  impair,  nor  destroy,  the  power  o{  the 
meeting  to  provide  for  collecting  and  recording  their  acts  and  proceedings. 

Let  us,  then,  return  to  the  yearly  meeting.  Here  again  it  is  said,  a  majority  was 
opposed  to  the  farther  service  of  the  former  clerk,  and  his  continuance  contrary  to  their 
will,  was  not  only  an  oppression  of  the  few  over  the  many,  but  was  in  fact  a  dissolution 
of  the  body.  I  am  not  able  to  say,  from  the  evidence,  if  in  anywise  material,  that 
even  at  the  outset,  this  continuance  was  inconsistent  witli  the  wishes  of  the  greater 
part  of  the  meeting.  But  if  such  were  the  truth,  it  is  abundantly  shown,  there  was  an 
acquiescence  in  the  measure,  even  if  an  xmwilling  one.  And  this  acquiescence  was 
brought  about  by  the  agency  and  recommendation  of  some  of  those,  who  are  now  the 
members  of  the  rival  yearly  meeting.  The  following  &cts  arc  stated  by  the  witnesses. 
'*A  proposition  came  from  a  leading  member,"  (Joseph  Whitall,  vol.  1,  Evid.  218.) 
Afler  the  minute  was  read,  "  one  of  their  number  expressed  his  belief  it  was  the  best 
thing  the  meeting  could  do  under  all  the  circumstances,  and  advised  them  to  submit 
to  it**  (Thomas  Evans,  voL  1.  Evid.  26G.)  **  One,  and  perhaps  there  were  others, 
staled  as  thfdr  belief,  it  would  be  right,  and  encouraged  his  friends  to  accede  to  the 
proposition**  for  the  continuance  of  the  former  clerks.  (Joseph  Wliitall,  vol.  1.  Evid. 
217.)  **  £6forts  were  made  by  persons,  who  have  since**  united  with  the  Green  street 
meeting,  '*to  induce  an  acquiescence  with  the  minute.  At  length,  ail  opposition 
ceased.**  (Samuel  Bettle,  vol.  1.  Evid.  69.)  Here,  then,  might  have  been  opposition 
and  dissatisfaction  at  the  outset  But  it  is  clear  there  was  an  ultimate  acquiescence. 
And  it  is  too  much  for  any  one,  especially  for  those  who  took  an  active  and  influential 
part  in  bringing  about  this  result,  perhaps  we  may  say,  actually  induced  the  peaceful 
result,  to  make  it  the  subject  of  complaint,  or  to  insist  that  the  existence  of  the  body 
was  thereby  destroyed. 

There  is  another  fact  worthy  of  much  consideration,  in  looking  into  the  propriety  of 
these  proceedings^  which  is,  that  no  person,  save  Samuel  Bettle,  the  former  clerk,  was 
proposed  for  the  office.  The  importance  of  this  circumstance  in  civil  affairs,  is  thus 
ahown  in  the  recent  American  treatise  on  the  law  of  corporations.  **  Where  a  majority 
protest  against  the  election  of  a  proposed  candidate,  and  do  not  propose  any  other  can- 
didate, tl^  minority  nuiy  elect  the  candidate  proposed.**   Angel  and  Ames  on  Corp,  G7. 

Afler  all  these  events,  I  can  have  no  hesitation  in  yielding  to  the  entire  and  unquali- 
6ed  conviction,  that  the  body  remained  in  its  pristine  vigour,  and  proceeded  to  business 
u  the  Philadelphia  yearly  meetinsr  of  the  society  of  Friends. 

The  other  act,  whereby  it  is  said,  the  disciphne  was  violated,  the  society  separated, 
and  the  constitutional  existence  of  the  yearly  meeting  destroyed,  is  the  appointment  of 
a  committee  to  visit  the  subordinate  meetings. 

It 'Would  be  very  difficult,  I  think,  to  demonstrate,  that  an  act  of  this  nature,  if  not 
warranted  by  the  discipline,  or  even  if  inconsistent  with  it,  could  work  such  sweeping 
results.  The  purpose  and  authority  of  this  committee,  were  simply  to  vbit,  counsel  and 
advise  the  inferior  meetings, '  with  no  power,  whatever,  to  act  upon  or  control 
the  rights  or  interests  of  any  one,  save  by  measures  of  persuasion.  How  far  the  tem- 
per or  motive  which  led  to  the  appointment  of  this  committee  may  have  been  reprehen* 
•ible,  I  shall  examine  under  another  head.  It  is  to  the  act  alone,  that  my  attention  is 
now  directed ;  and  the  act  itself  was,  in  its  nature,  harmless.  Let  us,  however,  look 
more  cloeely  mto  the  circumstances.  They  are  thus  represented  by  one  of  the  wit- 
nesses. **  A  proposition  was  brought  from  me  women*s  meeting ....  to  appoint  a  com- 
mittee to  Tisit  the  quarterly  and  monthly  meetings.  This  called  forth  a  great  deal  of 
excitement,  •»..  and  great  oppositioh  was  made  to  it.  Even  some  fow  of  the  *  Ortho- 
dox* party .tiiemselves  did  not,  at  first,  appear  to  approve  of  it.  But  there  were  others 
of  that  party  tet  strenuously  urged  the  propriety  of  such  a  committee  being  appointed, 
and  as  they  seemed  to^mderstand  one  anotbsr  pretty  well,  apparently,  they  pretty  soon 
united  in  urging  t&e  meaiure.    It  was,  however,  strongly  opposed  by  much  the  larger 
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part  of  the  mectingr,  I  cannot  undertake  to  state  the  proportions,  but  I  should  think 
myself  safe  in  saying  two-thirds  of  those  that  spoke.  But  it  seemed  all  of  no  avail, .... 
and  having  a  clerk  at  the  table  subject  entirely  to  the  dictates  of  his  party,  he  made  a 
minute  and  took  down  the  names  of  the  committee  that  were  offered  to  liim.  No 
IViend,  I  believe,  undertook  to  mention  a  name.**  (Ilalliday  Jackson,  vol.  2.  Evid.  56.) 
Another  witness  gives  the  foUowing  representation.  "  At  the  last  sittuig  on  seventh 
day  morning,  a  proposition  was  introduced  from  the  womcn*s  meeting  to  appoint  a 
committee  to  visit  the  respective  subordinate  meetings  for  their  strength  and  encourage- 
ment.  To  this  there  was  a  decided  objection  made ;  some  Friends  then  in  the  meet- 
iae  and  now  attached  to  each  of  the  parties,  opposed  it  Tlic  doubt  of  some  was,  that 
it  had  better  not  be  decided  at  that  time ;  with  others,  there  was  a  decided  opposition  to 
the  measure.  At  this  junction,  a  Friend  stated  to  the  meeting  the  out-door  proceed- 
ings,  the  private  meetings,  and  opened  the  whole  subject.  It  appeared  to  me,  evidently, 
to  create  uneasiness  and  alarm  on  the  part  of  those  who  had  been  concerned  in  those 
meetings;  some  of  them  called  in  question  the  accuracy  of  the  statement  that  had  been 
made,  and  seemed  disposed  to  deny  it;  some  did  deny  it;  others,  however,  said  that  the 
general  statement  was  correct,  and  acknowledged  it.  The  propriety  of  appointing  a 
conmiittee  under  such  circimistances,  appeared  so  very  obvious,  that  the  opposition,  in 
a  fifreat  measure,  ceased  for  that  time ;  after  which  there  was  a  greater  and  more  gene- 
ral  expression  of  unity  with  the  measure,  than**  the  witness,  a  clerk  of  several  years* 
experience,  **  had  oflen,  if  ever,  seen  or  heard.'*  **  I  had,'*  says  the  witness,  •*  been 
watching  the  course  of  events,  as  clerk  of  the  meeting,  to  know  how  to  act,  and  when 
all  opposition  had  ceased,  and  it  was  very  apparent  it  was  the  sense  of  the  meeting  that 
tho  appointment  should  be  made,  I  rose  and  stated  that  I  had  had  my  doubts,  when 
this  proposition  was  first  brought  in,  whether  it  was  expedient  to  adopt  it  at  that  time, 
but  as  the  servant  of  the  meeting,  it  being  manifestly  its  sense,  I  should  now  proceed 
to  make  the  minute,  and  accordingly  made  it,  and  united  with  them  in  their  views;  and 
a  committee  was  appointed  pursuant  to  the  minute.'*  (Samuel  Bettle,  vol  1.  Evid.  69.) 
Whatever  difference  may  be  in  these  statements  as  to  matters  of  opinion ;  whatever  sus- 
picions may  have  been  enkindled ;  whatever  motives  or  designs  may  be  imputed,  here 
IB  no  substantial  discrepancy  as  to  points  of  fact. 

Was,  then,  tho  appointment  of  such  a  committee,  a  novel,  and  therefore  an  alarming 
occurrence  ?  More  than  one  witness  testifies,  and  no  one  denies,  tliat  it  was  an  ancient 
custom  of  tho  society.  (Samuel  Bettle,  vol.  1.  Evid.  70.  HaJliday  Jackson,  vol.  2. 
Evid.  133.)  Had  the  meeting  power  to  make  such  appointment  ?  Aside  of  the  multi- 
tude of  unquestioned  precedents,  a  witness  says,  **  during  the  discussion  of  the  proposi- 
tion, there  was  no  suggestion  of  a  doubt  of  the  right  and  power  of  the  yearly  meeting 
to  appoint  such  committee ;  the  difference  of  opinion  was  confined  to  the  expediency  of 
making  the  appointment  at  that  time.**  (Samuel  Bettle,  vol.  1.  Evid.  70.)  Was  the 
purpose  of  the  appointment  laudable  ?  It  was  to  advise  and  coimscl  the  inferior  meet- 
mgs,  in  the  language  of  one  of  the  witnesses,  **fbr  their  strength  and  encouragement** 
And  if  tho  design  was  to  prevent  schism  and  separation,  the  end  was,  surely,  com- 
mendable ;  and  if  the  measures  taken  to  attain  it,  were  otherwise,  the  censure  should 
rest  on  the  committee,  the  agents,  and  not  on  the  meeting,  the  constituents.  Was  par- 
tiality exercised  by  the  clerk,  or  any  other  person,  in  the  selection  of  the  committee  ? 
No  name  which  was  proposed  was  rejected.  Was  there  opposition  to  the  appointment  7 
Strong  and  decided  at  the  outset  Was  there,  at  length,  an  acquiescence  ?  **  A  greater 
and  more  general  expression  of  unity  than  usual,*'  says  one  witness.  **  The  oppoei- 
tion  pretty  generally,  if  not  altogether  ceasing,"  says  another  witness,  "  the  meeting 
proceeded  to  appoint"  (Joseph  Whitall,  vol.  1.  Evid.  218.)  Another  says,  "As  all 
opposition  ceased,  a  minute  was  made,  and  the  committee  appointed.*'  (Thomas  Evans, 
▼of.  1.  Evid.  268.)  These  matters  of  feet  are,  I  believe,  uncontradicted.  One  of  the 
witnesses,  indeed,  intimates  that  the  clerk  made  the  minute,  being  subject  entirely  to 
the  dictates  of  his  own  party.  But  the  clerk,  himself,  whose  veracity  and  candour  are 
not  ooily  above  reproach,  but  beyond  suspicion,  and  who  surely  best  knew  liis  own  mo- 
tive of  action,  says,  that  though  doubting  at  first  the  expccucncy  of  the  measure,  he 
made  the  minute,  as  tho  servant  of  the  meeting,  and  because  it  was  manifestly  their 
sense  that  the  appointment  should  take  place. 

Upon  a  careful  examination  of  this  measure,  I  can  see  nothing,  cither  in  the  act 
itself,  or  in  the  manner  of  its  inception,  progress  or  adoption,  subversive,  in  the  slight- 
est degree,  of  usage  or  discipline,  and  least  of  all,  anything  of  such  vital  influence  as 
to  break  asunder  uie  bonds  of  union,  disfranchise  the  meeting,  deprive  it  of  constitu- 
tiaial  ozistenoe,  dinobe  it  of  d)i]it7  fiirthor  to  execute  its  ancient  and  appropriate  func- 


15 

tioni,  or  to  release  fitmi  their  tllegianoe  all  those  who  previously  owed  fealty  and  sub- 
miinion  to  it. 

These,  then,  are  all  the  overt  acts  of  the  meeting,  which  have  been  made  the  subject 
of  complaint.  It  would,  however,  be  a  great  errur  to  suppose  that  a  session  of  five  or 
six  days  was  spent  in  these  matters  alone.  Much  other  important  business  was  trans- 
acted ;  all,  I  believe,  it  may  be  said,  of  the  usual  stated  duties  were  dbcharged.  Halli- 
day  Jackson  ^ves  the  following  brief,  but  satisfactory  account  of  ^*Iiat  was  done.  **The 
business  of  the  yearly  meeting  was  proceeded  in ;  and  the  usual  subjects  that  occupy 
that  body,  such  as  considering  the  state  of  the  society  from  the  answers  to  the  queries 
that  arc  brought  up  from  the  difTcrent  quarterly  meetings  in  their  reports ;  tlie  reading 
of  the  minutes  of  the  meeting  for  sutTerings;  reading  reports  from  the  committee  who 
itood  charged  with  Westown  school,  and  some  other  matters ;  which  occupied  the 
meeting  through  the  week."  (Vol.2.  Evid.  55.)  Another  witness  says,  **A11  the  busi- 
ness usually  transacted  at  a  yearly  meeting,  was  gone  tluxtagh  with,  and  several  acts 
consummated,  which  no  oUier  body  than  the  yearly  meeting  of  Philadelphia  was  com- 
petent to  perform."     (Thomas  ^vans,  vol.  1.  Evid.  267.) 

Having  thus  reviewed  what  was  done,  we  are  now  to  turn  our  attention  to  what  was 
not  done  by  the  meeting ;  for  the  latter  as  well  as  the  former,  has  been  urged  as  an  act 
of  separation  and  disfranchisement  of  the  yearly  meeting. 

Certain  subjects,  regularly  brought  before  that  body,  were  not  acted  upon,  but  post- 
poned.   **When  the  reports,**  says  one  of  the  witnessi^s,  **wcrc  taken,  or  the  subjects 
contained  in  the  reports,  from  the  different  quarterly  meetings,  wliich  were  considered 
as  new  matter ;  such  as  the  account  from  the  southern  quarter  respecting  the  meeting 
for  soficrings,  rejecting  their  representatives,  and  an  application,  I  tliink,  from  Boekr 
ouartcr,  respecting  the  manner  of  choosing  representatives  to  constitute  the  meeting 
tor  sofierings,  together  with  ....  two  cases  that  came  op  from  Philadelphia  quarter  .... 
They  were  all  put  by,  and  not  acted  upon,  except  the  matter  in  relation  to  Leonard 
Snowdon*s  case,  which,  if  I  remember  right,  was  returned  to  the  quarterly  meeting.     It 
teemed  to  be  pretty  generally  understood,  that  the  meeting  was  not  in  a  qualified  state, 
owing  to  the  interruptions  to  the  harmony  that  had  t^en  place,  to  enter  upon  the 
investigation,  or  more  properly,  tlie  consideration  of  these  subjects."    (Halliday  Jack- 
100,  voL  2.  Evid.  55.)     It  should  be  observed  in  general,  that  these  subjects  were  not 
the  regular  stated  business  of  the  meeting,  but  occasional  or  special.     In  this  remark,  I 
do  not  mean  to  deny  or  detract  from  their  importance,  or  the  propriety  of  their  having, 
at  a  suitable  season,  the  most  careful  attention,  but  simply  to  show  their  real  nature  and 
character ;  and  tliat  to  act  on  or  omit  them  could  not  touch  any  vital  part  of  the  consti- 
tution of  this  body.    A  much  more  important  consideration,  is  that  the  disposition 
of  these  subjects,  the  coarse  which  was  adopted  and  pursued  in  respect  to  them,  was 
the  united  act,  and  according  to  the  common  wish,  of  all  parties,  of  even  tliose  by 
whom,  or  through  whose  instrumentality,  they  were  brou^rlit  before  the  meeting.     This 
important  fact  is  denied  by  no  witness,  and  is  expressly  declared  by  more  than  one. 
The  statement  of  one  I  have  just  now  given.     Farther  bcin^  asked,  if  the  subject  from 
the  southern  quarter  was  not  dismissed  at  the  sug^gestion  of  Robert  Moore,  a  member 
firom  that  quarter,  he  answered,  **When  that  subject  was  brought  before  the  yearly 
meeting,  it  was  drawing  towards  the  close  of  the  week,  and  by  that  time  it  was  evident 
the  yearly  meeting  was  not  in  a  qualified  state  to  act  upon  any  important  subject ;  and 
therefore,  that  siibjcct,  as  well  as  two  others,  were  dismissed  without  being  much 
urged  by  Friends.     I  have  not  a  clear  recollection,  but  it  seems  to  me,  that  Robert 
Moore  did  say  something  about  that  subject  firom  the  southern  quarter."     Being  asked 
if  the  subjects  from  Bucks  and  Abington  were  not  dismissed  at  the  instance  of  John 
Comly,  he  answered,  "I  have  no  recollection  of  who  spoke  first  on  the  subject;  John 
Comly  was  sensible  of  the  state  the  yearly  meeting  was  in ;  and  I  can  state  what  I  have 
frequently  hoard  John  Comly  say,  that  Samuel  Bettlc  first  suggested  to  him  the  propriety 
of  having  those  subjects  dismissed,  all  those  subjects  that  came  up  in  the  reports,  and 
wished  John  Comly  to  use  his  influence  with  his  friends  to  have  those  subjects  from 
Bucks  and  Abington  dismissed,  and  he,  Samuel  Bettle,  would  use  his  influence  with  his 
friends  to  have  that  subject  passed  over  that  was  coming  up  from  Philadelphia  quarter; 
which  subjects,  it  was  apiirehended,  would  produce  a  great  deal  of  excitement  in  the 
yearly  meeting,  and  which  Samuel  Bettle  feared  the  consequence  of;  but  how  far  that 
mfiuenced  John  Comly  in  favour  of  putting  off  those  subjects,  I  cannot  say."  (Halliday 
Jackson,  voL  2.  Evid.  132.)    Another  witness,  Abraham  Lower,  being  asked  whethe^ 
the  propositions  from  Bocks  and  the  southern  quarter,  were  not  disposed  of,  at  the 
'"■<tTH^  of  members  firom  those  quirters  respectively,  and  who,  since  the  separation. 
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have  joined  that  portion  of  the  society  with  which  he  was  in  unity,  answered,  **!  have 
no  recollection  of  the  members  of  those  quarters  making  such  a  proposition,  but  I 
should  think  it  quite  probable;"  (Abraham  Lower,  voL  1.  £vid.  392.)  And  the  same 
witness,  in  another  place,  testified,  "  as  that  yearly  meeting  was  acknowledged  not 
qualified  to  enter  upon  the  matters  brought  up  from  the  quarters,  that  case  with  others 
was  concluded  not  to  be  attended  to."  (Abraham  Lower,  voL  L  Evid.  373.)  Samuel 
Bettle  says  he  mentioned  to  John  Comly,  **  Had  you  not  better  withdraw  the  proposition 
for  a  change  ....  coming  firom  Bucks,  Abington,  and  the  souUiem  quarter?  He  said  he 
thought  so  too,  united  with  me  fully  in  that  view,  and  said  they  had  better  be  withidrawn, 
as  it  was  not  likely  they  would  ever  be  adopted,  and  would  only  occasion  confusion 
and  difficulty.  The  propositions,  when  again  brought  before  the  meeting,  were  with- 
drawn  by  common  consent,"  (Samuel  Bettle,  vol.  L  Evid.  69.)  Thomas  Evans  testifies 
thus,  "  Those  subjects  were  all  connected  with,  or  had  grown  out  of  the  controversy, 
respecting  the  doctrines  of  Elias  Hicks,  and  as  there  was  a  general  understanding  that 
his  friend  were  about  to  separate  and  form  a  society  of  their  own,  those  subjects  were 
at  their  suggestion,  or  by  their  consent  referred  to  the  meetings  from  which  they  had 
come,  or  suspended."  (Thomas  Evans,  vol.  L  Evid.  276.)  **In  the  disposition  of  these 
subjects,  there  was  a  united  conclusion  of  the  meeting,  after  as  fuU  an  expression  of 
opinion  as  is  usual ;  and  tliose  that  took  port  in  this  business,  some  now  belong  to  the 
new  meeting,  and  others  remained  with  the  old  society,  and  participated  with  the 
deliberations  of  the  meeting  which  led  to  those  conclusions."  (Samuel  Bettle,  vol.  1. 
Evid.  87.) 

Thus,  then  it  appears,  these  omissions  took  place,  certainly  with  the  consent,  and 
probably,  at  the  request  or  upon  the  suggestion  of  the  very  persons  who  now  complain. 
Under  such  circumstances,  this  measure,  by  no  means  unusual,  for  Abraham  Lower 
testified  that  he  has  known  cases  brought  to  the  yearly  meeting  and  laid  over  for  the 
consideration  of  the  next,  does  not  afford  ground  for  censure,  much  less  for  annihilation, 
and  least  of  all  on  the  objection  of  those  who,  if  they  did  not  actually  bring  it  about, 
were  consenting  tliereto. 

But,  it  is  said,  the  meeting  was  not  in  a  qualified  state  to  enter  upon  the  consider- 
ation of  these  subjects.  What  then  ?  Was  this  unqualified  state  peculiar  to  one  portion, 
or  common  to  all  ?  Was  the  meeting  Uicreby  dissolved  ?  If  wonted  harmony  ceased 
to  prevail,  if  the  minds  of  the  members  had  become  so  sensitive  on  particular  points 
that  the  introduction  of  them  would  produce  agitation  and  excitement,  unfavourable  to 
cbdl,  deliberate  and  dispassionate  investigation  and  decision,  it  was  the  part  of  prudence, 
of  christian  forbearance,  of  enlightened  reason,  of  patience  and  meekness,  and  of  that 
spirit  of  peace  and  submission  which,  may  I  not  say  without  offence  to  others,  so 
eminently  characterizes  this  religious  denomination,  to  wait  in  humble  expectation  of 
the  overshadowing  of  that  Power  who  can  say,  as  well  to  tlio  stormy  passions  of  the 
human  breast  as  to  the  torrent  and  the  whirlwind,  ^  Peace,  bo  still."  But  if  such  a 
state  of  things  be  a  dissolution,  no  human  society  can  be  held  together,  and  attempts  at 
order  and  government,  instead  of  the  means  of  curbing,  and  restraining,  and  controlling 
the  wayward  passions  of  man,  do  but  afibrd  him  the  opportunity  of  giving  them 
extended  and  unbridled  influence  and  action. 

Besides  these  considerations,  which  arc,  I  trust,  sufficient,  conclusively  to  sustain  the 
meeting  in  its  constitutional  existence,  there  are  some  others,  founded  on  tlic  acts  and 
conduct  of  the  members,  and  the  component  parts  of  the  society  at  largo  or  tlie  subor- 
dinate  meetings,  which  incontrovertibly  evince  the  acknowledged,  existence  of  the 
meeting,  and  its  direct  recognition  as  such,  not  only  during  its  session,  but  after  it  had 
closed  its  services  for  the  year. 

John  Comly,  and  I  feel  at  liberty  to  refer  to  him,  though  an  individual,  from  hia 
eminent  standing  and  distinguished  character,  both  private  and  public,  as  a  man  and  as 
a  minister,  as  well  as  from  Uie  prominent  part  he  bore  in  the  transactions  which 
attended  the  separation  in  this  society.  John  Comly  acted  throughout  the  meeting, 
from  the  commencement  to  the  close,  as  its  organ,  as  an  officer  of  the  yearly  meetiuj^  of 
Philad^phia.  He  did,  indeed,  request  to  be  excused  from  serving  m  that  capacity. 
But  the  fact  remains  that  he  did  serve,  and  the  reasons  that  he  gave  for  being  inclined 
to  withdraw,  strengthen  the  inferences  to  be  deduced  from  the  fact  Few  men  arc,  I 
believe,  more  distinguished  for  purity,  candour,  and  every  other  virtue.  Did  he  say,  I 
cannot  serve  this  meeting,  because  I  am  not  lawfully  and  rightly  appomtcd  nn  assistant, 
^d  to  act  as  such,  would  be,  in  me,  usurpation  and  oppression  ?  Did  he  say,  he 
»d  been  recorded  as  assistant  **  in  opposition  to  the  voice  of  the  larger  part  of  the  meet- 
ing?*'    IMd  he  say,  **tlie  bsdge  was  brokien  down;"  the  meeting  was  disorganiied,  a 
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Kvohition  had  occurred,  there  was  no  lonser  a  yearly  meeting,  but  the  aocicty  was 
diMolved  into  its  original  elements?  Huliday  Jackson  testifies  thus:  **The  next 
morning,  I  believe,  John  Comly  did  not  take  his  seat  at  the  table,  at  the  opening  of  the 
meeting,  as  nsuaL**  In  tliis  particular,  perhaps  not  a  very  important  one,  the  witness 
tfterwards  oorrectM  himself,  and  said  he  believed  Comly  took  liis  seat  at  the  table  by 
the  side  of  the  clerk,  when  he  first  came  into  the  meeting,  (vol.  U,  Evid.  132)  **  but 
•oon  after,  he  got  up,  and  made  a  very  forcible  appeal  to  the  yearly  meeting.  I  think 
he  regretted  the  state  and  dilemma  into  which  the  yearly  meeting  appeared  to  be 
broufirht ;  that  there  were  two  parties,  evidently  two  parties,  that  appeared  to  be  irrecon- 
dlable  to  each  other,  and  therefore  not  qualified  to  proceed  in  the  weighty  concerns 
of  a  yearly  meeting  under  those  trying  circumstances,  and  proposed  that  the  yearly 
meeting  might  adjourn,  and  Friends  endeavour  to  get  cool  and  quiet  in  their  minds, 
ind  that  possibly  they  might  be  favoured  to  come  together  again  at  some  other  time, 

ind  be  more  in  harmony And  although  John  Comly  expressed  his  uneasiness  at 

acting  as  assistant  clerk,  at  the  request  of  some  of  his  friends,  and  some  of  the  other 
party,  also,  he  sulxnitted  again  to  go  to  the  table.**  (H.  Jackson,  vol.  3.  Evid.  54.)  Other 
witnesses  state  the  transaction,  not  differently,  though  somewhat  more  fully.  **0n 
third  day  morning,  immediately  after  the  opening  minute  was  read,  John  Comly  rose 
and  stated,  that  he  had  mentioned  at  the  previous  sitting,  that  he  should  go  to  the  table 
in  condescension  to  the  views  of  his  friends,  and  that  it  was  in  that  feeling  that  ho  was 
now  there ;  that  the  meeting  was  divided  into  two  distinct  and  separate  parties,  and 
that  under  present  circumstances  those  parties  were  irreconcilable ;  that  eac^  of  these 
parties  was  striving  for  the  mastery,  and  that  if  either  of  them  gained  the  ascendency, 
it  must  be  to  the  grievance  and  oppression  of  the  other.  He  therefore  proposed  that  tne 
meeting  ^ould  suspend  all  further  business,  and  adjourn ;  but  if  the  meeting  was 
lesohred  to  proceed  in  its  business,  at  all  hazards,  he  could  not  conscientiously  act  as 
the  organ  of  a  meeting  made  up  of  such  conflicting  parties,  and  must  therefore  request 

to  be  permitted  to  retire.    His  proposal ....  was  but  feebly  supported His  party 

itroogly  objected  to  his  leaving  the  table,  urged  ^s  continuance,  and  that  the  meeting 
ihoold  now  proeeed  with  its  business.  John  Comly  then  rose  and  stated,  that  as  he 
fbond  the  meeting  was  not  prepared  to  adjourn,  he  was  willing,  after  the  usual 
expression  of  approbation,  to  determine  the  sense  of  the  meeting  on  his  remaining  at 
the  table,  so  to  ocntinue,  and  to  proceed  with  the  business.**  (Thomas  Evans,  vol.  1.  Evid. 
966.)  **  He  took  his  seat,  prepared  to  act,  and  the  business  did  progress,  he  acting 
u  usual,  without  making  any  ftrther  objection  <m  his  part**  (Samuel  Bettle,  joL  1. 
Evid.  69.) 

Havinr  seen  the  conduct  of  thb  very  active  and  very  useful  member,  as  he  is  caUod 
by  one  of  the  witnesses,  (Abraham  Lower,  vol.  1.  Evid.  392.)  let  us  briefly  advert 
to  that  c^  the  other  members  of  the  meeting,  who  now  belong  to  the  meeting  in  Green 
street 

Their  urgency  that  John  Comly  should  act  as  assistant  dork,  and  that  the  business 
of  the  meeting  should  proceed,  has  just  been  mentioned.  ^  The  yearly  meeting  of 
1^^,  was  entirely  conducted  as  it  had  been  on  previous  occasions."  (Samuel  Bettle, 
ToL  1.  ESvid.  94.)  **  During  that  meeting,  persons  who  have  since  joined  the  other 
meeting,  were  appointed  on  committees,  and  took  an  active  part  in  the  concerns  of  the 
meeting  throughout**  {Ibid,)  In  the  afternoon  of  the  first  day*s  meeting,  some  of  the 
friends  of  John  Comly  **  expressed,  that  they  thought  the  busmess  of  the  meeting  had 
better  go  forward.**  (Thomas  Evans,  vol.  1.  Evid.  966.)  During  all  the  remaining  sittings 
of  the  yearly  meeting  he  [John  Comly]  and  his  friends  continued  their  attendance,  took 
part  in  its  deliberations,  assented  or  dissented  from  its  conclusions,  as  opinion  led  them,  and 
iddressed  it  as  the  yearly  meeting  of  Philadelphia.**  (Thomas  Evans,  voL  1.  Evid.  267.) 
**  During  the  last  hour  of  the  sittmg,  all  the  proceedings  were  read  over,  as  is  usual,  at 
the  close  of  the  yearly  meeting ;  no  objections  were  made  by  any  one,  to  any  part  of 
the  minnies ;  the  conduding  nunuie  was  also  read,  adjourning  the  meeting  until  the 
next  year,  at  the  usual  time  and  pUu»,  if  the  Lord  permit**  This  condusion  is  tho 
form  common  on  such  occasions.  **  After  this  minute  was  read,  a  considerable  pause 
ensued ;  there  was  no  objection  made  to  it,  and  Friends  separated  from  each  other 
in  the  usual  manner.**  (JMimuel  Bettle,  vol.  1.  Evid.  70.  Tliomos  Evans,  vol.  1.  Evid. 
268.)  "  Those  who  have  since**  joined  the  Green  street  meeting,  •*  were  generally 
present  at  the  time  of  the  adjournment  The  yearly  meeting  was  as  large  ano,^ 
numerous  at  the  last  sitting,  as  at  any  sitting  during  the  week.**  (Joseph  Whitan^r 
vol  U  Evid.  2ia) 
One  of  the  trmaiielioiis  of  this  meeting  deserves,  in  the  present  connexion,  particular 
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notice.  *<  There  was  one  matter  before  the  meetingf  which  was  of  a  humane  and 
benevolent  character,  that  Friends,  perhaps  of  both  parties,  were  pretty  much  united 
in.**  (Flalliday  Jackson,  voL  2.  Evid.  56.)  **That  was  to  raise  three  thousand  dollars 
to  aid  our  brethren  in  North  Carolina,  in  removing  out  of  that  state,  many  hundred 
coloured  people,  eight  or  nine  hundred  of  them  at  least,  who  were  under  the  care  of  the 
Carolina  yearly  meeting,  and  whose  liberties  were  in  jeopardy,  unless  they  removed  out 
of  the  state.  This  sum  it  was  proposed  should  be  raised  by  the  different  quarterly 
meetings,  in  the  usual  proportions.  Tliis  was  entirely  united  withj  not  a  single  dis. 
sentient  voice ;  a  great  many  expressing  their  views,  and  a  minute  was  made,  directing 
the  quarterly  meetings  to  raise  the  money  and  pay  it  to  Ellis  Yamall,  the  treasurer  of 
the  yearly  meeting.  The  quarterly  meetings  that  compose  the  yearly  meeting,  all 
assemUed,  and  in  conformity  with  the  direction  contained  in  the  extract  from  the 
yearly  meeting,  raised  their  quotas  of  the  three  thousand  dollars,  and  paid  it  to  Ellis 
Yamall,  the  treasurer."  (Samuel  Bettlc,  voL  1.  Evid.  70.)  Chesterfield  preparative 
meeting  bore  its  wonted  part  This  transaction  is  of  an  unequivocal  character.  The 
resolve  was  an  act,  not  of  private  or  individual  benevolence,  but  of  the  meeting  in  its 
collective  capacity.  The  recommendation,  by  the  extract,  was  such  as  that  meeting 
alone  could  perform.  All,  we  are  told,  united  in  it  Not  a  dissentient  voice.  It  was 
received  by  the  several  quarterly  meetings  as  an  act  of  the  yearly  meeting,  and  carried 
into  effect  as  such,  and  the  moneys  were  transmitted  to  the  treasurer;  thereby  making, 
aflcr  tlic  close  of  the  yearly  meeting,  a  direct  recognition  of  its  existence  and  authority. 
The  effect  of  these  circumstances  cannot  be  weakened  by  the  ^humane  and  benevolent 
character**  of  this  work  of  charity.  It  was  indeed  proof  of  a  noble  and  munificent  spirit 
But  suppose  the  General  Assembly  of  the  Presbyterian  Church,  or  the  Protestant  Episco- 
pal Convention,  had  sent  missives  or  extracts  to  the  quarterly  meetings  enjoining  the 
dcmation,  and  to  make  their  treasurers  the  channels  of  conveyance,  would  the  callliave 
been  obeyed  ? 

I  do  not  pause  to  answer,  but  proceed  to  the  consideration  of  another  of  the  heads 
into  which  this  case  has  been  divic^d,  the  designs,  plans,  views,  feelings,  and  acts  of  in- 
dividual  members  of  the  society,  imd  under  this  head  shall  notice,  so  &r  as  I  think  it 
necessary,  the  conduct  of  subordinate  meetings,  and  of  what  has  been  called  the  domi- 
nant party. 

And  here  I  make  some  general  remarks,  which  indeed  in  my  judgment,  furnish  an 
answer,  a  decisive  answer,  to  many  of  the  conclusions  which  have  b^n  drawn  or  sug- 
gested from  the  facts  which,  on  these  points  of  the  case,  appear  in  evidence. 

First,  Our  concern  is  with  the  yearly  meeting  in  its  collective  capacity.  Our  pur- 
pose is  to  ascertain  whether  that  body  holds  or  nas  ceased  to  hold,  a  legal  existence ; 
whether  the  body  which  met  on  Arch  street,  and  continued  and  closed  its  session  there, 
in  April,  1827,  was  the  constitutional  yearly  meeting  of  the  society  ?  Whether  the 
yearly  meeting  Uicn  assembled,  performed  its  functions  and  adjourned  7  or  whether  that 
assemblage,  at  its  opening,  in  its  progress,  or  at  its  conclusion,  ceased  to  be  the  ancient 
and  legitimate  yearly  meeting  ?  Whether  tlio  venerable  edifice  remained,  or  its  place 
exliibitcd  only  a  deplorable  pUe  of  ruins. 

Second,  As  such,  tlicn,  are  our  concern  and  purpose,  we  have  little  to  do  with  the 
causes  of  division  and  separation,  about  which  so  much  has  been  said  and  written  in 
the  course  of  tliis  cause,  or  with  the  division  and  separation,  except  so  far  as  they  may 
operate  on  the  legal  existence  of  the  assemblies  of  this  society.  A  separation  has,  in- 
deed, taken  place.  Those  who  formerly  offered  their  sacrifices  on  a  common  altar, 
now  no  longer  worship  or  commune  together.  Many  who  once  went  up  to  the  ancient 
temple  have  lefl  it,  and  go  up  to  another  mount  They  had  the  right  to  do  so.  Our 
civil  and  religious  liberty,  whereof  we  have  such  just  reason  for  congratulation  and 
gratitude,  lefl  them  free  from  all  restraint,  save  conscicnoe  and  the  divine  law.  We 
are  not  here  to  approve  or  condemn  them,  nor  to  inquire  into  their  motives,  nor  to  esti- 
mate their  strength,  or  their  purity,  or  their  consistency  with  tlie  light  of  truth  whereby 
all  profl'ss  to  be  guided.  I  wish  to  judge  no  **  man*s  servant  To  his  own  master  he 
■tandcth  or  falletn.**  I  hope  to  be  able  to  continue  and  close  this  investigation,  without 
any  inquiry  into  religious  faith  or  opinions.  Not  that  I  doubt  the  pgwer  of  this  court 
For  while  I  utterly  disclaim  the  idea  that  this  court,  or  any  court,  or  any  human  power, 
has  the  right  to  enforce  a  creed,  or  system  of  doctrine  or  belief^  on  any  man,  or  to  re- 
quire him  to  assent  to  any  prescribed  system  of  doctrine,  or  to  search  out  his  belief  for 
the  purpose  of  restraining  or  punishing  it  in  any  temporal  tribimal,  I  do  most  unquali- 
fiedly assert  and  maintain  the  power  and  right  of  this  court,  and  of  ever^  court  in  New 
Jersey,  to  asoertain,  by  oompetent  evidenos,  what  are  the  religioaB  prmciples  of  any 
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min  or  Kt  of  men,  when,  as  may  frequently  be  the  case,  civil  rights  are  thereon  to  de- 
pend, or  thereby  to  be  decided.  In  a  ^rreater  or  less  de|Tee  it  is  done  daily.  Who 
avail  themaelvee  of  it  more  frequently  than  the  society  of  Friends,  when,  on  the  ^ound 
of  religiaoB  fiiith,  they  claim  and  enjoy  an  exemption  from  the  use  of  an  oath  in  our 
eonrts  of  justice  7  How  fiu*,  then,  this  separation  may  have  been  proper,  or  whether 
the  causes  of  it  will  stand  the  scrutiny,  which,  in  the  great  day  of  account,  they  must 
undergo,  we  are  not  to  reserve.  Its  effect  on  this  society  and  the  ancient  assembly,  is 
the  ootermoet  bound  of  our  inquiry. 

7%ird,  Inasmuch  as  our  research,  properly  and  almost  exclusively  relates,  as  I  have 
endeavoured  to  show,  to  the  yearly  meeting  in  its  collective  capacity,  it  is  of  little 
worth  to  inquire  into  the  plans,  desigrns,  or  views  of  individuals,  or  even  the  acts,  of  in- 
ferior bodies,  since  these,  however  mcorrect,  or  hostile,  or  indefensible,  can  have  no 
great  influence  on  our  main  pursuit;  for  if  individuals  were  ambitious,  not  lowly,  arro- 
nnt,  not  humble,  domineering,  not  submissive,  and  were  destitute  of  the  mild  and  for- 
bearing spirit  of  Christianity ;  if  a  party  had  sprung  up,  resolved,  as  was  said,  **  to  rule 
or  to  rend  ;'*  if  even  monthly  or  quarterly  meetings  had  violated  the  wholesome  rules 
of  eoomioD  discipline,  it  by  no  means  follows  that  the  bonds  of  the  society  were  broken, 
their  compact  dissolved,  their  discipline  at  an  end,  their  constitution  destroyed,  and 
their  existence  annihilated.  Such  a  government  is  a  mockery,  a  pretence.  It  has  not 
the  oonsiitency  of  even  the  mist  of  the  morning.  The  plain  and  irresistible  truth,  that 
nch  a  government,  so  wholly  unadapted  to  the  condition  of  mankind,  could  not  exist, 
tbondantly  proves  that  such  principles  are  unsound.  The  basis  of  all  government,  is 
the  truth  taught  by  every  pi^  of  history,  that  turbulent  passions  will  arise,  that  acts 
of  violence  will  be  committed;  and  the  purpose  of  government  is  to  control,  to  regulate, 
to  repress,  to  remedy  such  passions  and  conduct  If  otherwise,  the  edifice  is  built  of 
nch  staff  as  dreams  are  made  of,  and  is  as  unsubstantial  and  as  little  to  be  valued  as  a 
eude  in  the  air.  If  the  state  of  Georgia  should  disregard  the  decision  of  the  federal 
jadiciary,  or  even  resist  the  executive  power  of  the  United  States,  is  the  constitution 
dissolved  7  If  desinis  exist  in  South  Carolina  **  to  rule  or  to  rend,**  our  government, 
nrely,  is  not  therefore  annihilated.  It  may  be  said,  these  are  but  pcu-ts,  small  parts  of 
the  Union.  Is  it  not  in  like  manner  said,  the  adherents  of  the  Arch  street  meeting  are 
t  minonty,  a  tmall  minority  ?  Crough,  in  his  history,  makes  this  judicious  and  appro- 
priate remark.  **  Tlie  independency  claimed  by  the  discontented  party,  is  incompatible 
with  the  existence  of  society.  AbsMute  independency  in  society  being  a  contradiction 
in  terms.**    S  Omigh'9  Hist,  24 

T^  view  of  the  subject  would,  I  think,  excuse  any  examination  in  detail ;  yet  to  see 
these  principles  in  their  practical  application,  as  well  as  farther  to  illustrate  the  matter, 
end  to  leave  if  possible,  nothing  without  notice,  which  b  urged  as  bearing  on  the 
resoh,  I  shall  bnefly  advert  to  some  of  the  prominent  topics  of  mssatis&ction  and  com- 
plaint 

**Tbe  most  prominent  cause  of*'  the  division  in  the  society,  ** of  a  public  nature,  I 
oonsider  to  be,'*  says  one  of  the  witnesses,  (Abraham  Lower,  vol.  1.  Evid.  354.)  **  tho 
poUic  opposition  or  disrespect,  manifested  by  tho  members  of  Pine  street  monthly 
meeting,  by  the  agency  and  influence  of  Jonathan  Evans,  in  breaking  up  the  men*s 
meeting,  or  dosing  it,  whilst  EHias  Hicks  was,  with  the  consent  and  approbation  of 
that  monthly  meetmg,  engaged  in  the  women's  department  in  the  prosecution  of  his 
religious  concern."  The  occurrence  took  place  "between  1819  and  1821."  {Ibid.) 
Now,  if  a  prominent  member  of  that  meeting  was  gmlty  of  rudeness  or  impropriety,  it 
is  plain,  that  he  should  have  been  individually  dealt  with,  brought  to  confess  his  error, 
or  disowned.  If  the  meeting,  as  such,  acting  from  his  example  or  under  his  influence, 
verc  guilty  of  censurable  disrespect,  ^  such  meeting  ought"  to  have  been  required  "  to 
render  an  account  thereof**  I  use,  here,  the  words  of  the  book  of  discipline,  the  mean- 
ing of  which  is  well  understood.  But  it  is  claiming  too  much,  to  assert,  that  tho 
•ociety  is  thereby  rent  asunder,  when  no  measures  to  punish  the  offenders  were  in- 
efiectoally  assayed,  when  years  have  shed  their  healing  influence  over  it ;  or  that  the 
religious  rights  and  privileges  of  all  the  other  meetings  and  members,  within  a  large 
district  of  territory  have  been  jeoparded,  and  the  subsequent  sessions  of  the  yearly 
oaoeting  been  unwarranted,  and  their  acts  usurpation  and  oppression. 

AnoUier  complaint  against  individuals,  and  against  the  meeting  for  suffering?,  is 
ealled  **  an  insidious  effort  to  palm  a  creed  upon  a  society  which  never  hod  a  creed.** 
(Abraham  Lower,  voL  1.  Evid.  369.)  The  affair  is  thus  represented  by  tho  witness 
who  uses  the  expression  I  have  quoted.  "  The  minds  of  some  of  the  members  of  that 
meeting  appeeiied  to  be  anxious  that  something  should  be  ^nc,  to  keep  the  minds  of 
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the  members  of  the  society  from  imbibing^  sentiments  which  seemed  to  be  growingr 
common  among  its  members.  The  suggestion  was  made  to  get  up  a  pamphlet,  to  be 
composed  of  extracts  fVom  the  writings  of  our  early  Friends,  and  from  what  some  of  us 
saw  of  the  disposition  of  those  persons,  who  have  since  denominated  themselves  *■  Or- 
thodox*..  . .  we  felt  afraid  that  something  was  about  to  be  got  up,  calculated  to  trammel 
our  conscientious  rights,  and  when  the  pamphlet  was  prepared,  a  small  number  of  us 
expressed  our  dissatisfaction  with  tlic  undertaking,  and  with  the  matter  of  the  pamphlet, 
fearing,  that  in  the  hands  of  arbitrary  men,  a  construction  might  be  given  to  some  of 
the  views  in  that  pamphlet,  that  would  abridge  tlic  right  of  private  judgment ....  there 
were,  I  think,  ten  thousand  of  them  printed ....  but  it  was  detained,  not  published. 
And  when  tlie  minutes  of  the  meeting  for  sufferings  came  to  be  read  as  usual,  in  the 
yearly  meeting,  to  my  surprise,  that  pamphlet  appeared  to  be  recorded  on  the  minutes, 
and  when  it  was  read,  the  yearlv  meeting  appeared  very  much  diHsatisfied  with  it  It 
was  proposed,  and  generally  umted  with,  and  so  expressed,  that  it  should  be  expunged 
from  the  minutes  of  the  meeting  for  sufferings It  was  finally  lefl,  with  the  conclu- 
sion that  it  should  not  bo  published.  It  was  considered  in  the  light  of  a  creed,  and  that 
by  this  course  of  leaving  it  on  the  minutes  of  the  meeting  for  sufferings  ....  that  when 
the  minutes  should  be  read  in  the  yearly  meeting,  and  mat  as  a  part  of  them,  that  it 
would  be  adopted  by  society,  foisted  upon  them  in  that  insidious  way.**  (Abraham 
Lower,  vol  1.  Evid.  368.)  On  the  other  side,  the  following  representation  of  this 'affair 
was  made.  ^*  It  has  been  the  custom  of  the  society,  whenever  any  of  its  doctrines  or 
testimonies  are  misrepresented  in  works  that  are  published,  to  endeavour  to  induce  the 
editors  of  those  works  to  give  the  views  that  Friends  hold  in  respect  to  the  doctrines 
thus  misrepresented.  In  the  year  1822,  there  was  a  discussion  in  a  public  paper,  printed 
at  Wilmington,  conducted  under  the  signatures  of  Paul  and  Amicus ;  Paul  attacking 
Friends,  and  Amicus  speaking  in  their  behalf,  and  in  a  manner  too,  which  showed  that 
he  was  speaking  for  the  society,  clearly.  After  tliis  discussion  had  progressed  for  a 
considerable  time.  Amicus  avowed  doctrines,  as  part  of  the  Cluristian  faith,  which  we 
could  not  accord  with ;  they  appeared  to  be  of  a  Sociniun  character,  at  least.  These 
essays  being  about  to  be  reprinted  in  form  of  a  book  ....  the  meeting  for  sufferings,  in 

the  regular  order  of  their  proceedings  did ....  notice  it,  by  appointing  a  committee 

The  committee  pursued  the  usual  course  ....  prepared  a  statement  of  what  were  the 
views  of  Friends  ....  making  extracts  from  various  approved  authors.  The  meeting 
united  with  the  report  of  the  committee,  and  made  a  minute  on  the  subject  The  editor 
did  publish  the  minute  in  his  paper,  but  declined  saying  anything  on  the  mbject  in  his 
book.  The  meeting  were  under  the  necessity  of  publishing  these  extracts  themselves, 
and  did  print  an  edition  of  it  In  the  yearly  meeting  of  1823,  when  the  minutes  of  the 
meeting  for  sufferings  were  re^d,  considerable  objections  were  made  to  that  part  of  the 
proceemngs. ....  The  excitement  being  considerable,  the  meeting  adjourned  until  the 
next  morning.  When  the  meeting  assembled  the  next  morning,  it  was  proposed  that 
the  extracts  should  be  stricken  off  the  minutes  of  the  meeting  for  sufferings ;  objection 
was  made  to  that,  on  the  ground  that  it  would  be  a  disavowal  of  the  doctrines  held  by 
Friends,  these  extracts  being  taken  from  the  writings  of  approved  Friends.**. . . .  It  was 
**  proposed  to  them  to  avoid  both  difficulties  by  simply  suspending  the  publication,  not 
taking  it  off  the  minutes,  and  not  circulating  the  pamphlets,  but  leaving  the  subject 
This  proposition  was  finally  acquiesced  in,  and  the  business  so  settled.**  (Samuel  Bottle, 
voL  1.  Evid.  72.)  How  far  this  explanation  may  serve  to  show  that  the  measure  was  in 
conformity  with  ancient  custom,  and  called  for  by  the  exigency  of  the  occasion ;  or  how 
far  it  was  an  insidious  effort  to  impose  a  creed ;  or  how  rar  the  fear  was  well  founded 
that  an  attethpt  was  made  to  trammel  conscientious  rights,  or  to  abridge  the  right  of 
private  judgment,  I  shall  not  undertake  to  decide.  It  is  enough  to  say,  that  if  such  a 
design  existed,  if  such  an  effort  was  made,  the  design  was  frustrated,  the  effort  was 
defeated ;  and  the  authors  of  it  met  with  a  just,  though  silent  rebuke.  But  the  attempt 
jT  did  not  impair  the  solidity  of  the  yearly  meeting  to  which  it  was  proposed.  I  cannot 
believe  that  the  proposal,  by  a  committee  of  congress,  of  an  unconstitutional  or  op- 
prcssive  law,  would  annihilate  that  body,  or  abrogate  the  constitution.  The  wildest 
and  most  visionary  theorists  would  not,  I  beUeve,  venture  on  such  bold  and  untenable 
ground. 

This  matter,  of  religious  fiuth  and  doctrine  of  a  creed,  has  directly  or  indirectly  filled 
up  a  large  portirm  of  the  volumes  of  evidence  before  us,  was  the  subject  of  many  re- 
mark* in  the  arguments  of  the  counsel  at  the  bar  of  this  court,  has  been  the  cause  of 
much  anxie^  and  alarm ;  and  misunderstandings  in  respect  to  it,  have,  I  doubt  not, 
had  great  influenfift  in  bringing  about  the  lamentCNJ  rupture  in  this  meet  respectable 


21 

ncietT.    I  icar  the  matter  has  been  greatly  znuoxiderfltood,  if  not  ^freatly  mitrepre- 
Knlea.    This  society  has,  and  from  the  nature  of  things,  must  have,  its  fidth  and  doc- 
trincfi,  its  distinguishing  &ith  and  doctrines.    They  would,  unhesitatingly,  repudiate 
the  tenets  of  Confucius,  of  Bramab,  or  of  Mohammed.    Thoy  believe  ^  in  Christ  and 
him  crucified.**     They  bear  both  public  and  pri\'ate  testimony  of  their  faith.    They 
have  repeatedly  declared  it,  and  published  it  to  the  world.    They  have  a  confession  of 
bith,  and  a  catechism.     A  declaration  of  faitli  was  issued  on  behalf  of  the  society,  in 
the  year  1693,  was  approved  by  the  morning  meetinff  of  London,  and  published  by  the 
jearly  meeting  of  Philadelphia,  in  or  about  1730.    It  is,  I  suppose,  the  same  which  is 
to  be'found  in  Seweirs  History,  (vol.  2.  472.)    It  purports  to  be  ^^  a  declaration  of  what 
our  Christian  belief  and  profession  has  been  and  is,"  and  contains  an  exposition  of  belief 
in  respect  to  Jesus  Christ,  his  suffering,  deatli,  and  resurrecticm,  and  the  general  resur- 
rection of  the  dead,  and  tlie  final  judgment    Sewcll,  (vol.  2. 483.)  gives  what  he  calls  ^  a 
ooniessionoffiiith,"  which  was, by  George  Whitehead  and  others,  presented  to  parliament, 
in  December,  1603,  and  begins  Uius,  **  Be  it  known  to  all,  that  we  sincerely  believe  and 
conff"^*    The  yearly  meeting,  as  early  as  1701,  by  their  direction  and  at  their  expense, 
circubted  Barclay*s  Apology,  and  his  Catechism  and  Confession  of  Fuitli,  as  contain- 
ing the  doctrines  and  tenets  of  the  society  of  Friends.    What  is  a  creed  but  an  exhibit 
tion  of  faith  and  doctrine  ?   Why,  tlien,  should  the  tocsin  now  be  sounded  among  a 
pcopie,  who,  a  well-intormed  member  tells  us,  have  more  frequently  tlian  any  other  re- 
ugious  community,  exhibited  to  the  world  their  principles  and  their  faith  7   Were  the 
early  Friends  less  anxious  for  the  cause  of  truth,  less  jealous  of  encroachment  on  their 
religious  freedom,  less  willing  to  bear  testimony  ogainst  error  and  to  suffer  for  their 
tftitimony,  less  prompt  to  diMcm  insidious  efforts,  less  fearful  of  attempts  to  trammel 
conscience  or  abridge  the  right  of  private  judgment  ?   Tlie  observations  of  Robert 
Barclay,  in  a  Treatise  on  Church  Government,  published  under  the  sanction  of  the  so^ 
cicty,  and  several  times  printed  by  the  yearly  meeting  of  Philadelphia,  (Thomas  Evans, 
ToL  1.  Evid.  304)  are  fraught  with  so  much  good  sense,  practical  wisdom,  and  genuine 
piety,  that  they  cannot  be  too  frequently  pondered  by  all,  of  every  name  or  sect,  who 
ferl  an  interest  in  the  cause  of  religious  truth  and  order.    "  Whether  the  church  of 
Christ  have  power  in  any  cases  that  arc  matters  of  eonscicnoe,  to  give  a  positive  sen^ 
tenoe  and  decision,  which  may  be  obligatory  upon  believers.    I  answer  affirmatively, 
ibe  hath ;  and  shall  prove  it  in  divers  instances,  both  from  Scripture  and  reason  ;  for, 
first,  all  principles  and  articles  of  faith  which  are  held  doctrinally,  are,  in  respect  to 

those  that  believe  them,  matters  of  conscience Now,  I  say,  we  being  gathered 

mto  the  beBef  of  certain  principles  and  doctrines,  Mritliout  any  constraint  or  worldly 
respect,  but  by  the  mere  force  of  truth  on  our  understanding,  and  its  power  and  in- 
fluence upon  our  hearts,  these  principles  and  doctrines,  and  Uie  practices  necessarily 
depending  upon  them,  are,  as  it  were,  the  terms  that  have  drawn  us  together^  and  the 
bcmd  by  which  we  became  centered  into  one  body  and  fellowship,  and  distinguished 
from  others.  Now,  if  any  one  or  more,  so  cnga^rcd  withes,  should  arise  to  teach  any 
taker  doctrine  or  doctrines^  contrary  to  tliese  which  were  tlie  ground  of  our  being  one, 
who  can  deny  but  the  body  hath  power  in  such  a  case  to  dcchce,  tkU  is  not  according 
to  the  truth  tee  profeoo,  and,  therefore,  we  pronounce  suck  and  such  doctrines  to  he 
iProRg',  with  which  we  cannot  have  unity,  nor  yet  any  more  spiritual  fellowship  with 
those  that  hold  them.  ....  Now,  this  cannot  bo  accounted  tvranny  and  oppression. 
....  Were  such  a  principle  to  be  received  or  believed,  that  m  the  -church  of  Christ 
Bo  man  should  be  separated  fhsm,  no  man  condemned  or  excluded  the  fellowttiip  and 
communion  of  the  body,  lor  his  judgment  or  opinions  in  matters  of  faitk,  then  what 
blasphemies  so  horrid,  ~what  heresies  so  damnable,  what  doctrines  of  devils  but  might 
harbour  itself  in  the  church  of  Christ?  What  need  then  of  sound  doctrine,  if  no  doctrine 
make  unsound  ?  . . . .  Where  a  poopla  are  gathered  into  tlie  belief  of  the  principles 
and  doctrines  of  the  gospel  of  Christ,  if  any  of  that  people  shall  go  from  their  prmd- 
l^cs,  and  assert  things  fiilse,  and  contrary  to  what  they  have  already  received,  such  as 
stand  and  abide  firm  in  the  faith  have  power  ....  to  separate  from  such,  and  exclude 
thrm  fi'om  their  spiritual  fellowship  and  communion."  (fiarclay*s  Anarchy  of  the 
Rantem,  53,  Slc)  On  the  present  occasion  it  is  not  my  purpose,  because  for  the  de- 
termination of  the  controversy  before  us,  I  do  not  find  or  deem  it  necessary,  to  inquire 
whether  the  society  of  Friends  can,  or  may,  or  will,  according  to  tlieir  rules,  disown  a 
inember  who  holds  unsound  or  heretical  doctrines,  who  should  disavow  all  the  essen- 
tial principles  of  Christianity,  and  profess  to  believe  that  Jupiter,  and  Mars,  and  Apol- 
lo, and  the  &h]ed  deities  of  Olympus,  are  the  true  gods,  or  that  the  **  Uood  of  bulls  and 
of  geati  sboaUl  take  away  sins,**  but  simply  to  show  that  the  society,  smm/kt  have  their 


22 

fkith,  their  principles,  their  doctrineB,  their  peculiar  faith,  their  distinctive  principles, 
their  characteristic  doctrines,  without  which  a  man  may  be  a  heathen,  a  Mohamme- 
dan,  or  even  a  Christian,  but  cannot  be  one  of  the  people  called  Quakers.  Can  I  mis- 
take in  this,  when  I  read  such  a  passage  as  I  have  quoted  firom  Barclay,  a  standard  of 
the  society,  acknowledged,  received,  revered  as  such  7  What  is  his  work  just  named, 
what  is  his  ^*  Apology,"  but  an  exposure  of  doctrine,  of  principle,  of  faith,  of  the  doc 
trine,  principle,  and  raith  of  the  Friends,  avowed  bjr  them,  published  by  them,  resorted 
to  by  them  as  their  light  and  guide  in  the  hours  of  darkness,  and  doubt,  and  difficulty ; 
in  those  trying  hours,  which  come  to  them  as  they  come  to  all  men  of  religious  feeling, 
when  the  light  within  needs  oil,  and  the  flickering  flame  of  hope  to  be  made  steady 
and  brilliant  Can  I  mistake,  when  the  book  of  discipline,  with  uncommon  solicitude, 
requires  each  preparative  meeting  of  ministers  and  elders  no  less  than  three  times  in 
every  year,  to  certify  to  its  quarterly  meeting,  in  answer  to  one  of  the  queries,  **  whe- 
ther ministers  are  sound  in  word  and  doctrine  ?"  Soundness  is  a  relative  term,  mean- 
ing freedom  from  error  and  fallacy,  and  necessarily  requiring  some  standard  whereby 
the  word  and  the  doctrine  may  be  judged.  The  doctrine  to  be  sound,  must  be  conform- 
able to  some  standard ;  and  does  not  the  query,  then,  assert  tliat  a  standard  exists  in 
this  church;  and  that  thereby  the  doctrine  of  the  minister,  may,  by  his  fellow  man,  be 
compared  and  tried  ?  If^  however,  I  may  mistake  in  thus  reverting  to  these  venerated 
sources,  let  us,  fbca  moment,  recur  to  the  evidence.  Abraiiam  Cower,  (vol.  1.  Evid. 
369.)  says,  in  connexion  with  this  subject,  "  The  society  believing  now,  as  they  did  in 
the  first  foundation  of  it,  that  the  bond  of  union,  by  which  it  was  bound  together,  was 
and  is,  *  the  life  of  righteousness.*  **  Is  not  here  a  direct  assertion,  that  there  is  a  be- 
lief and  a  belief  not  merely  of  individuals,  but  of  the  society  as  such  ?  And  he  refers 
for  an  exposition,  published  and  expressed,  to  the  author  and  tlie  book  from  which  I 
have  just  quoted.  In  this  connexion,  I  recur  farther  to  the  first  document  emanating 
firom  Green  street,  dated  fourth  month,  1827.  **  Doctrines  held  by  one  part  of  the  so- 
ciety, and  which  we  believe  to  be  sound  and  edifying,  arc  pronounced  by  the  other  party 
to  be  unsound  and  spurious."  Now,  I  may  be  idlowed  to  ask,  why  speak  of  doctrines, 
if  the  society,  as  such,  has  no  concern  with  them  ?  How  are  doctrines  ascertained  to  be 
unsound  and  spurious,  or  sound  and  edifying,  if  there  be  no  standard  of  faith  and  doc- 
trine— ^no  creed  7  Why  should  this  difiSerence  or  departure  firom  a  sound  belief,  be  made 
a  subject  of  complaint  7  How  is  such  a  denunciation  to  be  reconciled  with  the  alarm 
at  a  efeted,  or  the  dreaded  attempt  to  control  conscience  and  abridge  the  right  of  private 
judjraient? 

llie  Meeting  for  sufferings,  by  the  rejection  of  certain  persons,  appointed  by  the 
southern  quarter  as  representatives,  are  charged  to  have  given  **  reason  to  apprehend 
that  th«  were  determined  to  control  the  operations  of  the  society  according  to  their 
wills,*^  and  to  have  fbmished  ^  evidence  of  their  having  dissolved  the  compact,  and  so 
far  as  their  own  influence  extended,  and  their  own  acts  could  extend,  separated  itself 
from  the  society."    (AbriiliA  Lower,  vol.  1.  Evid.  370.) 

The  meeting  for  sufferings  is  a  subordinate  department  for  the  business  of  this  socie- 
ty, and  especially  to  atfircise  care  during  the  intervals  between  the  sessions  of  tlie 
yearly  meeting.  If  this  body  did  improperly  reject  the  representatives,  if  in  this  re- 
spectthey  violated  the  disciphne,  it  is  very  obvious  that  their  act,  their  unconstitutional 
act,  could  impart^no  censure  whatever  to  the  yearly  meeting,  much  less  destroy  its  cx- 
istoice.  But  th9  desi^  the  motive,  the  ambitious  and  domineering  spirit,  wliicli  in- 
duced As  conduct,  these  are,  we  are  told,  the  consuming  fires.  The  state  of  the  case 
is  shortiy  thus  :  The  meeting  for  sufferings  is  composed  of  twelve  Friends  appointed 
by  the  yearly  meeting,  and  also  of  four  fViends  chosen  out  of  each  of  tiic  quarterly 
meetings ;  and  the  book  of  discipline  providosi  that  ^*in  case  of  the  decease  of  any 
Friend  or  Friends,  nominated  either  by  the  yearly  meeting  or  quarterly  meetings,  or  of 
their  declining  or  neglecting  their  attendance  for  the  space  of  twelve  montiis,  Uie  meet- 
ing for  suffermgs,  if  it  be  thought  expedient,  may  choose  others  in  his  or  Uicir  stead, 
to  serve  till  the  time  of  the  next  yearly  meeting,  or  till  the  places  of  tliosc  who  have  re. 
pnsented  the  quarterly  meetings  shall  be  supplied  by  new  appointments."  (Book  of 
Discipline,  55.)  In  the  year  1^6,  the  southern  quarterly  meeting  resolved  to  release 
two  of  the  persons,  who  were  then  sitting  as  members  of  the  meeting  for  sufferings 
under  their  appointment ;  and  appointed  others.  The  meeting  were  of  opinion  that 
sudh  a  measure  was  not  contemplated  by  the  discipline ;  that  the  quarter  had  a  right 
to  fill,  but  not  to  create  vacancies ;  and  tnat  the  only  case  which  constituted  a  vacancy 
and  called  ftr  m  new  appointment,  was  death,  resignation,  or  neglect  of  attendance ; 
neither  of  ifllshthen  ezirted.    The  meeting  for  lufferings  appomted  a  committeo  to 
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confer  with  the  quarterly  meeting.    Tho  latter  adhered  to  their  resolution.    The  ease 
was  forwarded  to  the  yearly  meeting  of  1827  for  their  care,  and  was  one  of  thoee^ 
which,  as  already  mentioned,  were  postponed.    (£bchib.  No.  47,  vol.  3.  Evid.  477.) 
ilere,  then,  aiypears  to  have  been  a  difference  of  opinion,  on  the  construction  of  a  clause 
in  the  Book  of  Discipline,  respecting  the  power  of  the  quarterly  meeting.    Without 
undertaking  to  decide  which  is  correct,  there  was  certainly  room  enough  for  a  diver- 
lity,  and  I  can  see  no  reason,  either  in  the  relation  of  the  witnesses,  or  in  an  exami- 
nation of  the  controverted  clause,  to  doubt  that  the  opinion  entertained  by  the  meeting 
&>r  sufferings,  was  honest  and  sincere,  and  not  feigned  or  fraudulent ;  more  especially 
if,  as  allcfifc^  it  was  sanctioned  by  a  practice  of  seventy  years,  coeval  with  the  exis- 
tence  of  U  lat  meeting.    Now  an  honest  diversity  of  opinion  as  to  constitutional  powerB» 
could  not  ^  dissolve  me  compact ;"  nor  could  the  act  of  the  meeting,  in  sending  a  com- 
mittee to  confer  with  the  quarter,  nor  even  their  omission  to  yield  to  the  determination 
of  the  quarter,  until  the  matter  could  be  investigated  and  decided  by  the  ultimate  and 
competent  tribunal,  tho  yearly  meeting.    But  in  whatever  light  we  may  view  this 
matter,  it  is,  an  already  obscrv^,  the  act  of  the  meeting  for  sufferings,  not  of  the  yearly 
mci'ting.    The  course  pursued  by  the  latter,  and  the  reason  of  that  course,  have  been  al- 
iirady  mentioned  and  considered.  !€,  indeed,  "  this  circumstance"  had  produced,  as  is  said 
by  one  of  the  witnesses,  (Halliday  Jackson,  vol.  2.  Evid.  48.)  **  as  rreat  a  sensation 
throughout  the  society  as,  perhaps,  any  other  circumstance  that  occurred  previously  to  tho 
yearly  meeting  of  1827,"  there  needs  be  no  surprise  that  this  meeting  should  not  be  in  a 
fetotc  to  take  it  under  consideration ;  and  the  propriety  of  a  postponement  until  time  should 
ha^-e  shed  its  calming  influence,  and  the  consistency  of  Uiis  course  with  the  avowed 
principles  and  frequent  practice  of  the  society  of  Friends,  are  very  manifest. 

The  remarks  which  I  have  made  on  these  cases,  selected  by  way  of  example,  and  for 
Uic  sake  of  illustration,  render  it  unnecessary  that  I  should  particularly  notice,  or  enter 
at  large  into  the  statement  or  consideration  of  others  of  the  same  general  character.  If 
the  principles  which  I  have  endeavoured  to  establish,  and  have  applied  to  these  cases, 
arc  correct,  the  others  can  have  no  greater  influence  on  the  question  of  the  continued 
existence  of  the  yearly  meeting. 

Another  point  has  been  decidedly  taken,  on  the  part  of  those  who  maintain  the  dis- 
solution and  reorganization  of  the  ancient  yearly  meeting,  and  which  I  have  shorty, 
under  tliis  head,  expressed  by  the  phrase,  **  feelings  of  individuals."  It  is  more  at 
large  explained,  in  tlie  first  public  document  issued  from  the  meeting  in  Greea  itreet, 
thus :  **  Tha  unity  of  this  body  is  interrupted ;  a  division  exists  among  us,  developing 
views  whi«fc  appear  incompatible  with  each  other,  and  feelings  averse  to  raeoncilia- 
tion."  Now  admitting  this  to  be  true,  and  it  may,  perhaps,  be  rather  to  be  lamented 
than  denied,  that  such  incompatible  views  and  averse  feelings  existed  in  both  parts  of 
this  body ;  what  consequence  can  fairly,  legally,  upon  any  practical  principles  of  hu- 
man action,  result  to  the  existence  of  the  meetmg,  and  the  connexion  of  the  society  7 
What  consequence,  on  the  pacific  principles  always  maintained  among  the  Friends  7 
If  time,  charity,  a  recollection  of  the  common  8u£(erings  of  Uiemselves  and  their  ances- 
tors ;  if  prayer  and  supplicaticm ;  if  the  smiles  of  the  Great  IJmd  of  the  church  nniver- 
sal,  would  not  change  and  reconcile  these  views,  reverse  and  soothe  these  feelings, 
then  might  tliose  who  tliought  ^  the  period  liad  fully  come  when  they  ought  to  look  to- 
wards making  a  quiet  retreat,"  have  justly  said  to  the  others,  **  Let  there  be  no  strife, 
I  pray  thee,  between  me  and  thee,  between  my  herdsmen  and  thy  liertsmcn,  for  we  be 
bretliren !  Separate  thyself,  I  pray  thee,  from  me ;  if  Uiou  wilt  take  tlie  lefl  hmd,  tlien 
I  will  go  to  the  right ;  or  if  tJiou  depart  to  tho  right  hand,  th«i  I  will  go  to  the  lefL" 
But  without  even  an  attempt  at  such  a  voluntary  separation,  I  can  see  no  safe  {u-inci- 
pk>,  wliich  will  entitle  a  portion  of  those  who  entertained  such  views  and  feelings,  on 
account  of  their  existence  and  prevalflBce,  to  disfranchise  the  rest,  to  declare  the  an- 
cient meeting  dissolved,  the  society  broken  up  into  its  individual  elements,  and  then 
proceed  to  erect  among  themselves  a  new  body,  and  declare  it  tho  society  of  Friends, 
and  its  meeting,  not  merely  a  new  yearly  meeting,  but  the  ancient  and  legitimate 
yearly  meeting,  not  a  new  yearly  meeting,  but  tlio  meeting  resettled  on  its  andent 
foundations  and  principles. 

If  a  portion  of  this  religious  community  found,  or  believed  to  exist,  in  anotlier  por- 
tion, such  feelings  and  views  as  rendered  it  impracticable  for  them  any  longer  to  fra- 
ternize, any  longer  peacefully,  harmoniously  and  profitably  to  meet  and  commune  and 
worship  together,  a  very  sufficient  reason  in  conscience,  may  have  been  thereby  afforded 
them  to  withdraw,  to  make  **  a  quiet  retreat ;"  and  the  principles  of  the  government 
under  which  wo  have  tho  happiness  to  live,  woiUd  have  swtained  them  ia  tbe  measure. 
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uid  allowod  them  to  join  any  other  religious  community,  or  fbnn  another  aMOciatiofi« 
of  whatever  name,  for  religious  purposee.  But  the  existence  of  such  feelings  and  views 
would  not  deprive  those  who  remained  of  their  ancient  name,  rights  and  privileges,  if 
they  retained  their  ancient  faith  and  doctrine,  maintain  their  wonted  testimonies,  and 
adhered  to  their  ancient  standards ;  nor  would  the  act  of  withdrawal,  even  if  by  a  ma^ 
jority,  confer  on  them  the  form  and  name,  the  power  and  authority  of  the  ancient 
community.  In  like  manner,  if  a  portion  discovered  in  the  rest,  or  in  some  of  the  more 
influential  members,  a  determination  **  to  rule  or  to  rend,**  although  hereby,  in  con- 
■cienoc,  a  sufficient  reason  to  excuse  or  justify  a  withdrawal  might  be  found,  yet  could 
not  even  a  majority  carry  with  them  the  power  and  authority  and  rights  of  the  whole, 
unless  the  disposition  or  determination  had  been  carried  out  mto  overt  acts :  for,  of  the 
latter  only  can  men  judge,  or  be  judged  by  their  fellow  men,  while  of  the  former,  he 
•lone  can  take  cognizance,  who  knoweth  the  secrets  of  all  hearts. 

I  have  thus  endeavoured  to  examine  and  weigh,  m  detail,  or  by  its  principles,  every 
argument  which  I  have  either  heard  or  read,  to  prove  that  the  body  which  sat  in  Arch 
street  meeting-house,  in  April,  1837,  was  not,  or  ceased  to  be  the  Philadelphia  yearly 
meeting  of  Friends.  The  position  is  not  maintained.  At  the  closing  minute,  that 
body  was  the  ancient  legitimate  yearly  meeting  as  fUlljr  as  during  the  fmnoon  sitting 
of  the  first  day,  or  as  it  had  been  at  any  point  of  time  since  the  year  1685. 

If  this  be  true,  if  the  body  which  then  closed  its  functions  for  the  time,  in  the  usual 
manner,  and  by  the  ancient  minute,  was  the  legitimate  body,  it  is  enough  for  the  pre- 
sent occasion,  nor  need  we  look  at  its  future  history,  because  the  new  body,  which 
claims  its  power  and  place,  assembled  in  the  course  of  a  few  months,  and  before  the 
recurrence  of  the  next  annual  period.  It  may  not,  however,  be  unprofitable  to  state  in 
this  connexion,  as  appears  firom  the  evidence,  that  in  the  year  1828,  and  since,  annu- 
ally, at  the  wonted  time  and  place,  meetings  have  been  held,  of  such  as  have  thought 
proper  to  attend,  of  the  acknowledged  members  of  the  ancient  society,  who  have  not 
been  disfranchised  by  any  act  of  any  tribunal,  claiming  to  represent  the  society  of 
Friends,  or  to  possess  or  exert  any  power  of  disownment 

If  the  body  which  thus  held  and  closed  its  session,  was  the  regular,  constitutional 
yearly  meeting,  it  follows,  as  an  inevitable  consequence,  that  the  assembly  which  con- 
WDcd  in  OciSxTf  of  the  same  year,  in  Green  street,  could  not  be,  whatever  name  it 
may  have  assumed,  the  ancient  legitimate  yearly  meeting,  the  common  head  and  centre 
<^tlis«nbordinate  meetings,  and  of  the  socieU*  of  FriencS  in  New  Jersey  and  Pennsyl- 
vania. One  meeting  being  in  life,  another  of  the  same  powers,  rights,  andjvrisdiction, 
oould  m^  according  to  the  discipline  of  the  socie^,  according  to  the  sim^Est  elements 
of  reason,  according  to  the  immutable  rules  of  action,  which  must  govern  and  control 
all  huoMUi  assemblages,  of  whatever  nature,  and  whether  religious  or  civil,  according, 
indeed,  tb  the  avowed  doctrines  of  the  pleadings  in  this  cause,  and  the  consentaneous 
declarations  of  counsel,  a  second,  a  subsequent  meeting  oould  not  be  set  up  within  its 
bounds.  The  yearly  mcelkig,  having  convened  and  dosed  in  April,  1827,  could  not 
again  convene,  nor  could  any  body,  possessinjp  its  powers  and  authorities  convene,  until 
the  Mne  month  of  thm  imcceeding  year,  182£  The  place  of  meeting  was  fixed  by  the 
voice  of  the  yearly  meeting,  which  alone  had  the  authority  in  this  respect,  and  alone 
oould  change  it  The  time  was  directed  by  the  constitution  or  book  of  discipline,  to 
wfaidi  we  have  bad  so  frequent  occasion  to  refer.  The  time  could,  indeed,  be  altered 
by  the  yearly  nftetingfbut  by  it  alone.  There  was  no  adjournment  made  by  the  yearly 
meeti]ir«  to  a  shorter  day  than  the  annual  period.  There  is  no  provision  in  the  consti- 
tution for  an  intermediate,  or  as  it  is  commonly  denominated,  a  special  meeting ;  nor  is 
authority  given  to  the  clerk,  to  any  portion  of  the  members,  or  invested  any  where  else, 
to  call  such  meeting.  Hence  it  dearly  follows^  that  according  to  the  constitution,  the 
yearly  meeting  coiud  not  again  assemble  until1828 ;  and  no  £xly,  of  whomsoever  con- 
flating, or  of  whomsoever  composed,  which  may  have  convent  in  the  intermediate 
period  could,  conformably  to  the  constitutional  principles,  be  the  Philadelphia  yearly 
meeting. 

-■  We  loam,  however,  firom  the  evidence  before  us,  that  on  tlic  nineteenth,  twentieth, 
and  twenty-first  day»  of  April,  during  the  yearly  meeting,  and  afler  its  close,  a  number 
of  Friends  met  together  to  confer  on  the  state  of  the  society.  They  resolved  to  meet 
again,  and  accordingly  did  meet,  in  the  sixth  month  of  that  year,  and  then  recommended 
that  a  yearly  meeting  should  be  held,  on  the  fifteenth  diay  of  the  ensuing  month  of 
October.  A  meeting  was  held  at  the  Green  street  meeting-house.  And  this  meeting 
is  said  by  Stacy  Decow,  in  his  answer  to  the  biD  of  interpleader,  to  be  **  the  true  and 
legitinwta  ymny  meeting  tf  Philadelphia^*'  and  by  one  of  the  witnesses,  b  called  **  the 
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ynrly  »!i^»*^g  reorginiaed.'*  (Abraham  Lower,  vcH  1.  Ehdd.  404.)  We  are  now  to 
mmhie  whether  it  wme  mi^  and  in  the  present  inquiry  I  propose  to  lay  out  of  view  the 
fret,  whidi  I  beliere  has  been  folly  demonstrated,  that  the  yearly  meeting  was  actually 
IB  thU  Tigoiiir  mod  capacity. 

This  inquiry  is  to  be  conducted  under  two  different  aspects,  first,  on  the  assumption 
tht  the  constitution  or  discipline  of  the  society  remained  in  force;  and  secondly,  on 
tbe  assnmptiovi  that  the  hed^  was  thrown  down,  the  bond  of  union  unloosed,  the  so- 
eiely  broken  up  into  its  individual  elements,  the  constitution  or  discipline  not  providing 
far  the  emergency,  or  having  crumbled  into  dust 

FhM,  The  oonstitntion  is  in  force.  The  time  and  |dace  of  the  yearly  meeting  are 
fixed.  April,  not  October,  is  the  one ;  Arch  street,  not  Green  street,  is  the  other.  Nei- 
ther  can  be  changed  without  the  resolution  and  authority  of  the  yearly  meeting.  No 
nch  anthority  was  ffiven.  On  the  contrary,  the  resolve  of  that  body  was,  that  the  next 
jeariy  moetinff  shouud  assemble  on  the  third  second  day  of  April,  at  Arch  street,  at  the 
moal  time  and  place,  **  if  the  Lord  permit  ;**  and  these  latter  words  did  not,  as  is  asserted 
m  the  answer  of  Stacy  Deoow,  constitute  **  a  contingent  adjournment,"  nor  contemplate 
**the  cireomstanoe ....  of  Friends  not  being  again  permitted  to  asHcmble  at  that  time  ;*' 
bat  were  designed  to  acknowledge  their  humUe  and  entire  dependence  on  the  Great 
Master  of  assemblies,  without  whose  permission  they  neither  expected  nor  wished 
■fain  to  oonvene.  A  special  meeting  of  the  yearly  meeting  is  an  anomaly,  and  unpro« 
Tuied  for.  Neither  the  lew  nor  the  many,  have  power  given  to  them  to  convoke  such 
neeting.  IC,  then,  the  constitution  was  in  force,  the  meeting  in  October  was  not  the 
true  ami  leffitimate  yearly  meeting  of  Philadelphia. 

Seeomd,  Let  us  now  suppose  the  compact  broken,  the  constitution  dissolved,  and  the 
disjoined  members  at  liberty  to  act  from  individual  minds.  Was  the  meeting  entitled 
to  the  name  it  then  assumed  ?  There  are  three  insurmountable  obstacles.  First,  it 
VIS  not  convened  as  the  ancient  yearly  meeting.  Second,  the  members  at  large,  the 
oaly  constitoent  parts,  or  in  other  words,  the  individual  elements,  were  not,  and  a  por- 
tioD  of  tbem  only  was,  invited  to  assemble.  Third,  it  WW  not  composed  or  constituted 
II  the  ancient  yearly  meeting. 
FhrwL  This  October  meeting  vras  not  called,  nor  did  it  come  together  as  the  ancient 


ytarty  meetiitf .    The  name  which  it  thoiu^t  proper  then  to  assume,  or  which  was 

then  eonfenea  upon  it,  cannot  help  this  de&iency.    In  the  call  which  was  issued,  the 

&imest  idea  is  not  held  out  that  the  ancient  yearly  meeting  is  to  be  convoked ;  ne  hint 

ii  given  that  the  ancient  meeting  was  to  be  reorganized,  or  to  be  settled  on  its  ancient 

fcnndatioiie  ad  principles.    On  the  contrary,  the  idea  is  conveyed  with  corapiehensi- 

^  distineCneas,  that  a  new  jrearly  meeting  was  to  be  formed.    The  address,  which 

laan  dale  in  June,  contains,  m  the  first  place,  an  avowal  of  the  design  or  object  in 

view, *lo nsnin harmony  and  tranqmUity  ,..*hy  withdrawing  ourselves,  not  fn>m the 

■ociety  of  friends,  nor  fifmn  the  exercise  of  its  salutary  discipline,  but  fh>m  religious 

QoBunmiioB  with  those  who  have  introduced,  and  seem  disposed  to  continue,  such  dis- 

flrders  among  ns.**    Tliere  is  nothing  here  of  remaining  in  the  ancient  yearly  meeting, 

nor  of  continuing  or  reorganizing  it.    But  let  us  proceed.    **  We  therefore  ....  have 

igreed  to  propose  for  your  ceoasideration,  the  propriety  and  expediency  of  holding,** 

what  7    1^  ancient  yearly  meeting?    No.    **  A  yearly  meeting  of  Friends  in  unity 

with  OS,  reading  within  the  bounds  of  those  quarterly  meetings  heretofore  represented 

ia  the  yearly  meeting  held  in  Philadelphia.**    And  larther,  **  It  is  recommended  that 

the  qnartertyfand  monthly  meetings  which  may  be  prepared  for  such  a  measure,  should 

appoint  nfretetUoHves  to  meet  in  Philadelphia  on  the  third  second  day  in  tenth  month 

next,  at  ten  o'clock  in  the  morning,  in  company  with  other  members  favourable  to  our 

views,  there  to  hold  a  yearly  meeting  of  men  and  women  Friends,  upon  the  principles 

of  the  early  professors  of  our  name.**    In  this  clause  are  several  prominent  points. 

First,  the  meeting  was  to  be  composed  of  representatives  from  the  monthly  as  well  as 

the  quarterly  meetings.    Now,  the  ancient  yearly  meeting  had  no  representatives  from 

monthly  meetings ;  certainly,  since  the  discipline,  as  adopted  and  published  in  1806. 

A  €»mtmaanee  of  the  yearly  meeting  could  not  then  have  been  contemplated,  nor  a  re* 

organization  of  it,  nor  a  settling  of  it  on  its  ancient  principles.    Second,  it  was  to  be, 

not  the  Philadelphia  yearly  meeting,  but  "a  yearly  meeting  of  men  and  women 

Friends  ;**  and  thirdly,  it  vras  to  be  rormed  on  the  principles  of  the  early  professorH  of 

our  name,  not  on  the  platfimn  of  the  yearly  meeting,  as  erected  by  the  Book  of  Discipline. 

Second,  This  meeting  in  October,  was  not  so  convened  as  to  entitle  it  to  assume  the 

une,  and  to  take  the  {Mace  of  the  Philadelphia  yearly  meeting. 

If  the  yearly  meeting  was  dissolved,  and  the  society  broa^t  back  to  a  mere  collec- 
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lion  of  individaala,  if  the  state  of  things  were  snch  that  individual  minds  might  now 
form  anew  or  reorganize,  as  they  are  said  to  have  originally  fiumed,  it  is  a  very  cleai 

£  reposition,  and  not  to  be  controverted,  that  all  the  individuals  of  the  society  ought  to 
ave  been  colled ;  none  should  have  been  directly  or  indirectly  excluded.  Whatever 
dissensions  had  risen  up,  whatever  animosities  existed,  the  ibrmer  members  of  the 
society  remained  such,  and  those  who  did  not  meet  in  Green  street,  in  person  or  by 
representatives,  were  as  much  as  they  who  did,  members  and  individual  elements.  AU, 
then,  had  a  right  to  be  called,  all  must  be  called,  all  must  be  afforded  an  opportunity  to 
assemble,  or  no  convocation  can  be  lawful,  the  true  and  legitimate  yearly  meeting  can- 
not be  there.  Now,  the  recommendation  or  invitation  to  assemble,  was  not  compre- 
hensive, but  exclusive,  not  general,  but  limited.  A  particular  class  or  description  only 
were  invited ;  all  the  rest  were  debarred  and  shut  out  The  maxim,  expressio  unius  ett 
exelu9io  aUeriuB^  is  adopted  in  the  law,  only  because  it  is  the  dictate  of  common  sense. 
For  whom  was  tlie  meeting  ?  "Who  were  to  attend  ?  •*  For  Friends  in  unity  with  us.** 
Not  for  Friends  in  general,  not  for  the  members  of  the  ancient  yearly  meeting,  but  for 
such  only  as  were  m  unity  with  those  who  made  the  proposal.  Who  were  invited  to 
send  representatives 7  AJl  the  monthly  and  quarterly  meetings?  By  no  means. 
**The  monthly  and  quarterly  meetings  which  may  be  prepared  for  tuck  a  measure^^ 
This  language  cannot  be  mi8under8t(x>d  or  misconstrued ;  and  besides  the  representor 
tives,  for  as  we  have  heretofore  seen,  all  who  were  led  by  inclination  or  duty,  came  in 
their  individual  capacity  to  the  yearly  meeting,  who  were  to  meet  in  company  with 
them  7  All  the  society  7  All  other  members  ?  Not  so.  **  Other  members  favourable 
to  our  views.**  Was  then  the  yearly  meeting  convoked  7  Was  even  a  general  meeting 
of  the  society  of  Friends  called  7  Ingenuity  cannot  pervert,  blindness  cannot  mistake, 
such  perspicuity.  If  I  may  be  permitted  to  use  a  term,  because  it  is  so  common  as  to 
be  well  understood,  and  not  because  I  mean  to  make  any  offensive  application  of  it,  the 
call  was  for  the  meeting  of  a  party.  I  do  not  intend  to  say,  a  right  party,  or  a  wrong 
party,  for  the  subject  wul,  in  its  nature,  admit  of  either  qualification,  but  a  party.  And 
such  a  convocation,  of  a  portion  only  of  the  society,  the  rest,  whether  majority  or  mi- 
nority, or  however  small  in  comparative  numbers,  being  excluded,  cannot  be  the  true 
and  legitimate  yearly  meeting,  cannot  be  the  ancient  yearly  meeting  reorganized  and 
settled  again  on  its  ancient  foundations  and  principles. 

Third,  The  meeting  in  October  was  not  composed  or  constructed  as  the  yearly 
meeting. 

I  have,  incidentally,  adverted  to  this  subject,  in  showing  the  nature  of  the  call,  or 
who  were  invited  to  attend  the  meeting ;  but  I  now  present  it  as  a  characteristic  di£ 
ference  between  this  assemblage  and  the  yearly  meeting,  llie  yearly  moetinsf  is  com- 
posed of  members  of  two  clames,  individuals,  and  the  quarterly  meetings ;  uc  latter 
being  represented  hj  delegates.  Such  is  not  only  the  case  since  the  present  Book  of 
Discipline  was  published  by  the  society,  but  was  the  principle  of  organisation  wfa^i 
this  meeting  was  first  established.  Gough,  tlie  historian,  says,  **  In  the  year  1669,  it 
was  found  expedient  and  agreed  upon,  to  hold  a  general  meeting  in  London,  represent 
tative  of  the  whole  body  in  England,  and  all  other  parts  where  any  of  the  society  were 
settled,  which,  having  been  thenceforth  held  annually,  is  denominated  the  yearly  meet- 
ing in  London.  This  meeting  is  constituted  of  representatives  deputed  from  each  quar- 
terly meeting  in  England,  fVom  the  half  yearly  meeting  in  Ireland,  and  somctiiucs  from 
other  parts,  yet  without  restraining  any  member  in  imity  with  tlie  society  fi*om  attend- 
ing.** (2  Gough*s  History,  163.)  But  the  meeting  in  Green  street  was  composed  of 
three  classes,  individuals,  quarterly  meetings,  and  monthly  meetings ;  some  of  the  lat- 
ter, as  bodies.  Mount  Holly,  Chesterfield,  and  Radnor,  being  represented  by  their  dele- 
Sites.  (Exhib.  9.)  It  is  no  answer,  that  members  of  this  society  ore  entitled  to  sit  in 
eir  individual  capacity,  and  therefore,  whether  there  as  individuals  or  dclegratcs,  can 
make  no  difference.  This  result  does  not  follow.  The  representatives  alone,  it  will 
be  remembered,  perform  the  important  service  of  nominating  a  clerk  to  the  meeting. 
And  hence,  the  clerk  who  acted  for,  and  was  appointed  by  tliis  meeting,  vna  nominated, 
at  the  leost  in  part,  by  the  representatives  of  montlily  meetings,  who  were  irregularly 
there.  And  the  incongruity  of  this  procedure  farther  appears  from  this,  that  the  indi- 
Tidual  members  first  appointed,  in  their  montlily  meeting»,  tlie  representatives  of  those 
meetings,  and  then  themselves  attended  as  individual  members.  It  is  manifest,  there- 
fore, the  October  meeting  was  not  composed  as  a  yearly  meeting  should,  and  could 
only,  have  been. 

in  the  course  of  this  investigation,  it  has  repeatedly  occurred  to  me,  and  every  time 
with  inoreasing  fbroe,  thatthe  grounds  of  division,  if  no  difference  of  religious  faith  ex- 
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ijted,  were  of  an  inferior  and  evanescent  nature.  It  seemt  to  tae^  though,  perhaps,  I 
im  unable,  not  bein^  a  member  of  the  society,  properly  to  appreciate  the  matter,  that 
piticace,  forbearance,  brotherly  kindness  and  charity,  the  meek  and  mild  spirit  which 
bis  been  believed  to  characterize  and  adorn  the  genuine  Friend,  would,  under  the 
imiks  and  bleawing  of  Providence,  have  wrought  out  a  perfect  reconciliation,  have 
brought  again  theee  discordant  minds  to  the  wonted  harmony,  and  the  unity  of  spirit 
would  have  again  prevailed.  I^  indeed,  a  difference  of  faith  and  doctrine  had  grown 
op  and  become  strong,  if  either  portion  had  fallen  off  from  the  ancient  principles  of 
tbeir  church,  and  I  use  the  term,  here,  as  did  Fox  and  Barclay  and  Pcnn,  the  breach  is 
not  the  subject  of  surprise,  and  it  must,  with  no  less  truth  than  regret,  be  said,  ^  be- 
tween us  and  you  there  is  a  great  gulf  fixed."  In  the  pleadings  of  this  cause,  in  the 
extended  volumes  of  testimony,  and  in  the  laborious  arguments  of  the  counsel,  I  do 
not  remember  any  charge  that  the  members  of  the  society,  who  remain  connected  with 
the  Arch  street  meeting,  have  departed  firom  the  doctrines  and  principles  of  Friends,  as 
itated  by  tiieir  founder  and  his  early  followers ;  and  I  rejoice  that  I  have  not  been  con- 
itrained  to  inquire  into  the  charge  of  departure,  so  freely  and  frequently  urged  against 
the  members  o£  the  Gieen  street  meeting.  In  any  remarks  I  have  made,  I  am  not  to 
be  underatood  as  asserting  or  countenancing  such  a  charge.  Nor  do  I  mean  to  say, 
they  cither  had  or  had  not  grounds  or  reasons  sufficient  to  induce  a  separation.  With 
these,  I  do  not  profess,  fer  tiiis  court,  in  the  present  cadse,  to  interfere.  It  is  with  the 
legal  consequences  of  their  acts,  we  are  to  concern  ourselves.  A  separation  of  a  portion 
does  not  necessarily  destroy  or  impair,  nor,  as  it  respects  legal  existence,  even  weaken 
the  original  institution.  This  doctrine  was  distinctly  asserted  by  the  Supreme  Court 
of  this  state,  in  the  case  of  Den  against  Bolton  and  others,  which  arose  on  the  division 
in  the  RoSanned  Dutch  Church  of  the  United  States. 

Upon  the  whole,  I  am  brought,  by  the  most  careful,  faithful,  and  minute  investiga- 
tion of  which  I  am  capable,  to  the  result,  that  the  Arch  street  meeting  was,  and 
the  Green  street  meeting  was  not,  the  Philadelphia  yearly  meeting  of  the  society  of 
Friends. 

We  arc  now  to  look  fer  the  consequences  on  the  cause  before  the  court.  We  have 
Mn  that  every  preparative  meeting,  within  the  states  of  Pennsylvania  and  New  Jersey, 
which  is,  through  and  by  its  connecting  links,  connected  with,  and  subordinate  to,  the 
jearly  meeting  of  Philadelphia,  is  a  preparative  meeting  of  the  people  called  Quakers ; 
and  any  preparative  meeting  or  assemblage  of  persons  calling  themselves  a  preparative 
JDeeting,  not  thus  connected  and  subordinate,  is  not  a  preparative  meeting  of  that  peo- 
ple, wimin  the  meaning  of  their  constitution  and  discipline,  and  within  the  meaning  of 
the  subscription  to  the  school  in  the  present  case,  or  in  other  words,  the  instnunent 
whereby  the  trust  fund  was  created.  We  have  fartlier  seen,  that  the  preparative  meet- 
ing having  authority  to  appoint  the  treasurer  of  the  school  fund,  is  the  preparative 
meeting  m  Chesterfield,  connected  with,  and  subordinate  to,  the  yearly  meeting  of 
Friends  of  Philadelphia.  We  have  seen  that  the  preparative  meeting  whereby  Sacy 
I>ecow  was  appointed  treasurer,  was  not,  at  the  time  of  that  appointment,  connected 
writh,  and  subordinate  to,  the  Arch  street  meeting,  but  had  previously  disunited  itself 
Iherefitm,  and  connected  itself  with  the  Green  street  meeting ;  and  that,  therefore,  it 
was  not  the  Chesterfield  preparative  meeting  of  Friends,  at  Crosswicks,  meant  and 
mentioned  in  the  establishment  of  the  school  fund,  and  had  not  competent  authority  to 
discharge  Joseph  Hcndnckson  and  appoint  a  successor. 

Tliere  is,  then,  no  successor  to  the  person  named  as  treasurer  in  the  bond  and  mort- 
giffe,  and  ho  has,  consoquently,  the  legal  right  to  recover  the  money. 

I  do,  therefore,  respectfully  recommend  to  Ins  excellency  the  dhancellor,  to  decree 
upon  this  hill  of  interpleader,  that  the  principal  and  interest  mentioned  in  the  said 
bond,  and  intended  to  be  secured  by  the  said  mortgage,  of  right  belong,  and  are  paya^ 
ble  to  the  said  Joseph  Hendrickson,  and  that  he  bo  permitted  to  proceed  on  his  original 
bill  of  complaint,  or  otherwise,  agreeably  to  the  rules  and  practice  of  the  Court  of 
Chancery. 

CHARLES  EWING. 
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Opinion  of  Amocutb  Justice  Drakk. 

The  present  controversy  has  grown  out  of  the  prosecution  of  a  certain  bond  and 
mortgage,  bearing  date  the  second  day  of  the  fourth  month  (April),  A.  D.  1831,  exe- 
cuted by  Thomas  L.  Shotwell  to  Joseph  Hendrickson,  treasurer  of  the  schocJ  fund  of 
Crosswicks^  meeting,  to  secure  the  payment  of  two  thousand  dollars,  with  interest,  at 
six  per  cent,  to  the  said  Joseph  Hendrickson,  treasurer  as  aforesaid,  or  his  successor, 
or  to  his  certain  attorney,  executor,  administrator,  or  assigns.  Upon  this  bond,  the 
Interest  had  been  duly  paid  until  the  second  day  of  April,  A.  D.  1837.  The  interest 
from  that  date,  together  with  the  principal,  composes  the  sum  now  in  dispute. 

It  is  admitted,  that  the  money,  for  which  these  securities  were  given,  is  part  of  a 
fund,  the  principal  part  of  which  was  raised  about  the  year  1793,  by  the  voluntary  sub- 
scriptions of  a  considerable  number  of  the  members  of  the  preparative  meeting  of  the 
people  called  Quakers,  at  Crosswicks,  in  the  township  of  Chesterfield,  county  of  Bur- 
lington, and  state  of  New  Jersey ;  for  the  purpose  of  creating  an  interest,  or  annuity, 
**  to  be  applied  to  the  education  of  such  children  a^  now  do,  or  hereafter  shall,  belong  to 
the  same  preparative  meeting,  whose  parents  are  not,  or  fdiall  not  be,  of  ability  to  pay 
for  their  education.**  And  this  fund  was  to  be  **  under  the  direction  of  the  trustees  of 
the  said  school,'*  (the  school  then  established  at  Crosswicks)  *^  now,  or  hereafter,  to  be 
chosen  by  the  said  preparative  meeting.** 

It  is  further  admitted,  that  previous  to  the  year  18^7,  there  was  but  one  preparative 
meeting,  of  the  people  called  Quakers,  at  Crosswicks ;  although  it  was  sometimes  deaig- 
nated  as  the  Chesterfield  preparative  meeting,  at  Crosswicks ;  and  at  other  times,  as  ths 
preparative  meeting  of  Friends,  at  Crosswicks.  It  was  an  association,  or  meetixig,  of 
the  religious  society  of  Friends;  and  it  had  the  power  to  appoint  the  trustees  of  th« 
school,  Oie  treasurer,  and  other  officers  of  the  association. 

Joseph  Hendrickson,  one  of  the  abovrs  named  parties,  was  appointed  treasurer  of  this 
meeting  in  1816,  and  was  continued  in  that  office,  as  all  parties  agree,  until  the  summer 
or  autumn  of  1837,  when  disputes  arose  in  that  meeting,  and  others  with  which  it  stood 
connected,  which  resulted  in  the  separation  of  one  part  of  its  members  fi-om  the 
other  part  One  party,  or  division  of  that  body,  have  omtinued  the  said  Joseph  Hen- 
drickfK>n  in  the  office  of  treasurer.  The  other  party,  in  the  month  of  January,  18381, 
appointed  Stacy  Decow,  another  of  the  above-named  parties,  to  the  same  office,  and 
have  continued  him  in  that  office  until  the  present  time. 

Both  Hendrickson  and  Decow,  claim  to  be  the  treasurer  of  the  Chesterfield  prepara- 
live  meeting,  and,  in  that  capacity,  to  have  the  custody  of  this  fund.  Ab  both  hmse 
been  appointed,  although  by  different  bodies,  or  difierent  parts  of  the  same  body,  the 
title  to  the  office  must  depend  upon  the  appointing  power ;  that  is,  the  preparative  meet- 
ing. And  inasmuch  as  two  several  bodies  pretend,  each,  to  be  the  true  preparative 
meeting,  and  one  only  is  contemplated  as  the  trustee  of  tliis  fund,  it  becomes  necessary 
to  inquire  which  is  the  true  preparative  meeting. 

It  appears  by  the  testimony,  that  on  the  twenty-seventh  day  of  December,  A.  D.  1837, 
the  Chesterfield  preparative  meeting  of  Friends  was  divided,  by  the  minority  of  the 
members,  assembled  at  that  time,  withdrawing  to  another  house,  leaving  the  majority, 
witli  the  clerk,  at  the  usual  place  of  meeting.  They  continued  their  business  there ; 
^and  the  minority  organized  anew,  or  held  another  meeting,  having  appointed  a  new 
clerk  t<yLCt  for  them. 

If  this  preparative  meeting  were  an  independent  body,  acting  without  the  influence 
of  any  conventional  principle  operating  upon  this  point,  the  act  of  the  minority  on  this 
occasion  would  not  affect  the  powers  of  the  majority  who  remained  in  session ;  how- 
ever it  might  expose  itself^  and  the  members  composing  it,  to  disabilities.  But  the 
right  to  make  appointments,  and  to  exercise  the  other  functions  of  the  preparative 
meeting,  would  still  continue  with  the  larger  party.* 

But  the  preparative  meeting  is  not  an  independent  body,  but  a  component  part  of  the 
religious  society  of  Friends,  Hence,  it  is  necessary  to  examine  its  connection  with 
the  society  of  Friends,  and  the  history  of  that  society,  so  fiir  as  it  influences  the  sepa- 
ration in  this  preparative  meeting,  in  order  to  determine  the  question,  which  of  these 
bodies  is  the  true  preparative  meeting;  and  is,  of  course,  entitled  to  appoint  a  treasurer, 
and  to  manage  tJiis  fund. 

The  society  of  Friends,  as  it  existed  at  the  time  when  this  school  fund  was  created, 

*  7  SetK-  and  Rawle,  ieo ;  5  Dianey,  485 ;  5  Johnaon,  30;  1  Bos.  and  Pul.  SS9 ;  S  Dessauflseure,  S83 ; 
16  Man.  41& 
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•Dd  thence  down  to  the  year  1827,  was  an  aaaociatian  of  Christiaxis,  botmd  together  hj 
a  distinct  ^Teminent,  pecoliar  testimoniea,  and,  as  one  partj  contends,  by  oertain  reli* 
gioQB  doctrines,  deemed  by  them  fundamental.  For  their  government,  the  Friends, 
rending  in  New  Jersey  and  Pennsylvania,  as  early  as  the  year  1689,  established  a  ge- 
neral nieetin|r,  called  a  yearly  meeting,  in  which  the  nmneroos  inferior  meetings  have 
been  represented,  and  which  all  the  members  of  the  society  have  had  a  right  to  attend. 
(VoL  1.  Evid.  333.)  That  yearly  meeting,  soon  after  its  institation,  adopted  and  published 
certain  articles  of  ^roycmmcnt,  called  ^  Roles  of  Disoipline  of  the  Yearly  Meeting  of 
Friends,  held  in  Philadelphia.**  This  is  acknowledged  by  all  the  parties  to  this  suit, 
ti  their  system  of  government ;  and  by  that,  so  &r  as  its  provisions  extend,  all  proftss 
to  be  willing  to  be  tried.  In  this  publication,  we  find  that  their  meetings  for  disicipline 
are  declared  to  be :  (Intro.  Discip.  3.)  ^  First,  preparative  meetings ;  which  commonly 
eonsiBt  of  members  of  a  meeting  for  worship ;  second,  monthly  meetings,  each  of  whica 
eommooly  consists  of  several  preparative  meetings ;  third,  quarterly  meeting,  each  of 
which  consists  of  several  monthly  meetings ;  and,  fourth,  the  yearly  meeting,  whksk 
comprises  the  whole.'* 

Aiid  the  connexion  and  subordination  of  these  meetings,  are  dedaied  to  be  thus: 
(Diidp.  31.)  **  Preparative  meetings  are  accountable  to  the  monthly ;  monthly,  to  the 
quarterly ;  and  the  quarterly,  to  the  yearly  meeting.  So  that,  if  the  yearly  meeting  be 
It  any  tmie  dissatisfied  with  the  proceedings  of  any  inferior  meeting ;  or  the  quarterly 
meeting  with  the  proceedings  of  either  of  its  monthly  meetings ;  or  a  monthly  meeting 
with  the  proceedings  of  either  of  its  preparative  meetings ;  such  meeting  or  meetingSa 
ou^ht,  with  readiness  and  meekness,  to  render  an  account  thereof,  when  required.** 

This  preparative  meeting  at  Chesterfield,  was  established  at  an  early  period.  It  was, 
ever  since  its  origin,  connected  with,  and,  in  the  sense  of  the  Book  of  Discipline,  subor* 
dinaie  to  the  Chesterfield  monthly  meeting ;  which  was  subordinate  to  the  Burlington 
quarterly  meeting ;  and  that,  to  we  Phila&lphia  yearly  meeting. 

Such  were  the  connexions  sustained  by  this  preparative  meeting,  at  the  commence- 
ment of  the  year  1827.  I  said,  that  we  must  review  the  history  of  the  whole  body,  so 
&r  as  it  operated  upon  the  division  of  the  Chesterfield  mcetinflr,  at  the  close  of  that  year. 
Daring  the  same  year,  a  division  took  place  in  the  Philadelphia  yearly  mcetincr,  which 
was  followed  up  l^  divisions  in  all  subordinate  meetings,  or  at  least  ail  with  which  this 
preparative  meeting  was  connected  in  its  subordination.  The  division  so  resulted,  that 
as  early  as  tenth  month,  1827,  there  wore  two  yearly  meetings  in  existence,  (voL  1. 
Evid.  Wi ;  voL  2.  Evid.  457.)  each  claiming  to  be  tlie  true  yearly  meeting  of  the  society 
of  Friends;  one  assembling  in  Arch  street,  and  the  other  in  Green  street,  Philadelphia. 
Which  of  these  two  meetings  was  the  head  to  which  the  inferior  meetings  should  ao- 
eount,  Slc^  according  to  the  constitution  of  the  society  ?  They  could  not  both  be.  Fear 
in  this  case,  it  woum  not  only  be  hard,  but  impossible,  for  the  inferior  meetings  to 
serve  two  masters.  But  which  should  it  bo  ?  Upon  this  point,  the  members  of  m  in- 
&rior  meetings  could  not  agree.  And  hence,  a  corresponding  division  took  place  in 
the  Burlington  quarterly  meeting,  in  eleventh  month,  1827,  (vol.  2.  Evid.  207, 8.)  whidi 
resoHed  in  two  distinct  quarterly  meetings ;  one  assembling  at  the  city  of  Burlington, 
and  the  other  at  Chesterfield.  And  a  division  also  took  plaec,  in  ninth  or  tenth  month, 
1887,  in  Chesterfield  monthly  meeting.  A  dispute  arising,  respecting  the  propriety  of 
granting  a  certificate  of  membership  to  an  individual,  to  be  present^  to  Green  street 
monthly  meeting ;  which  dispute  was  founded  on  the  question,  whether  that  meeting 
still  retained  iti  ccmncxion  with  the  Arch  street  yearly  meeting,  or  had  joined  that  St 
Green-street;  the  clerk,  David  Clark,  not  acting  in  reference  to  this  matter,  with  the 
promptness  desired  by  the  party  in  fi&vour  of  making  the  certificate,  they  considered 
him  as  refbsinflr,  or  at  least,  as  neglectins'  to  serve  the  meeting,  and  at  once  colled  an- 
other person,  Jediah  Middleton,  to  the  chair,  to  serve  them  as  derk.  (VoL  1.  Evid. 
337 ;  voL  2.  Ibid.  284.)  After  which,  the  two  parties  conducted  their  business  sepa- 
rately ;  the  minority  and  old  derk,  adhering  to  the  Burlington  quarterly  meeting,  in 
oonnexion  with  the  Arch  street  yearly  meeting,  and  the  other  party  sending  represen- 
tatives to  the  Green  street  yearly  meeting.    (Vol.  2.  Evid.  296,  7.  323.) 

It  was  afler  this  complete  division  of  the  Chesterfield  monthly  meeting,  that  the  trans- 
action took  plaee  in  the  preparative  meeting  before  noticed.  These  meetings  were 
eompoeed,  in  some  measure,  of  the  same  persons.  The  clerk,  James  Brown,  and  many 
other  persons  there,  had  previously  manifested  their  partiality  to  one  or  the  other  of 
the  frreai  parties  which  had  grown  up  in  the  society,  and  to  tbeir  respective  yearly 
meetings.  In  making  out  answers  to  the  queries,  whicii  were,  by  the  monthly  meet- 
iog,  io  eleroith  month,  1827,  addressed  to  the  preparative  meeting,  according  to  the 
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Book  of  DifldpliAe,  pa^  eighty-nine,  the  clerk  of  the  preptrative  meeting  had  made 
return  to  Jcdiah  MidcUeton,  the  clerk  of  that  monthly  meeting,  connected  with  the 
Chesterfield  quarter,  and  Green  street  yearly  meeting ;  (vol.  2.  Evid.  323.)  thus  ac- 
knowledging the  meeting  of  which  he  was  derk,  to  be  a  branch  of  that  yearly  meeting. 
He  also  denied  the  authority  of  the  monthly  meeting,  of  which  David  Clark  was 
clerk.  (VoL  1.  Evid.  325 ;  vol.  2.  Ibid.  323.)  In  eleventh  month,  1827,  the  Burling, 
ton  quarter,  connected  with  the  Arch  street  J^\y  meeting,  appointed  a  committee  to 
visit  its  subordinate  meetings.  (VoL  1.  Evid.  £^,  6.)  On  the  twcnty-sc\'enth  of 
twelfth  month  (December)  that  committee  presented  themselves  before  the  Chesterfield 
preparative  meeting  then  assembled.  A  committee  also  presented  itself  from  the  Bur- 
lington quarter,  connected  with  the  Green  street  vearly  meeting.  An  inquiry  was 
made  of  the  derk,  or  meeting,  in  what  connexion  this  preparative  meeting  was  then 
acting.  No  direct  reply  was  given.  It  being  manifest  that  the  harmony  of  the  meet- 
ing was  broken,  and  all  parties  knowing  the  predilections  of  themselves  and  others  to 
be  so  fixed,  that  h  was  useless  to  spend  time  in  debate,  the  minority,  wishing  to  sanc- 
tion no  proccedixig  which  would  change  their  connexion  or  allegiance,  withdrew ;  pro- 
testing against  any  forfeiture  of  their  rights  thereby.  Since  which,  the  two  parties 
once  composing  that  preparative  meeting,  have  each  held  its  own  meeting,  in  subordi- 
nation  to  their  respective  monthly,  quarterly,  and  yearly  meetings,  as  before  stated. 

Much  investigation  was  made  into  the  precise  conduct  of  the  respective  parties,  in 
eflfecting  these  divisions ;  but  I  do  not  regard  the  particular  acts,  or  formalities,  ob> 
served  by  these  subordinate  meetings,  as  of  much  consequence,  seeing  there  is  a  com- 
plete separation  of  the  society  into  two  distinct  bodies,  acting  under  separate  govern- 
ments ;  although  each  still  professes  to  adhere  to  the  ancient  discipline  and  worship.  Our 
inquiry  now  must  be,  whether  each  of  these  bodies  is  to  be  considered  as  the  society 
of  Friends,  contemplated  in  this  trust,  or  only  one  of  them :  And  if  but  one,  which  is 
that  one  ?  And  which  yearly  meeting  represents  it  7  For  if  there  be  but  one  society,  and 
one  yearly  meeting  which  answers  to  the  trust,  the  inferior  meetings  must  follow  the 
&te  of  those  to  which  they  stand  connected.  Every  Friend  is  a  member  of  his  yearly 
meeting.  It  is  the  yearly  meeting  which  overlooks,  controls,  and  exerts  a  care  over  a!u 
that  are  in  connexion  with  it ;  wmch  hears  their  appeals  in  the  last  resort ;  which  pre- 
serves their  uniformity  in  discipline,  and  in  the  maintenance  of  their  peculiar  testimo- 
nies ;  in  a  word,  which  identifies  them  as  a  body  of  Friends.  And  in  order  to  deter- 
mine which  is  the  true  preparative  meeting,  at  Crosswicks,  we  must  ascertain  which  is 
the  true  jrearly  meeting  of  Friends^  held  in  Philadelphia. 

The  yearly  meeting  was  established  in  Burlington,  in  the  year  1681.  (Vol.  1. 
Proud*s  Hist  Penn.  160,  61.)  It  was  held  alternately,  at  Burlington  and  Philadelphia, 
from  1684  to  1761 ;  after  winch  it  was  removed  entirely  to  Phils^elphia,  and  was  held 
there  annually  and  in  great  harmony,  until  within  the  lost  ten  or  twelve  years ;  within 
which  time,  jealousies  have  arisen  among  the  members,  which  increased,  until  the  meet 
ing  held  in  fourth  month,  1827,  which  was  the  last  held  by  the  united  body.  Tha 
dissensions,  previous  to,  and  at  that  meeting,  came  to  such  a  height,  that  one  party  with- 
drew, and  took  measures  for  the  formation  of  a  new  yearly  meeting,  as  the  other  party 
insist,  or  as  they  say,  for  the  reorganization  and  purification  of  the  old  one.  It  will  be 
necessary  to  look  a  little  into  particulars,  to  discover  the  character  of  this  transaction, 
and  what  should  be  its  effect  upon  the  present  case.  And  I  would  here  observe,  that  I 
use  the  word  party  or  parties,  ^  Orthodox"  and  ^^Hicksite,"  in  this  opinion,  merely  to 
designate  individuals,  or  bodies  of  men,  acting  together,  and  not  with  any  reference  to 
the  roelings,  motives,  or  principles,  upon  wliich  they  may  have  acted. 

Qnestions  of  importance  were  expected  to  arise  at  the  yearly  meeting  of  1827,  upon 
which  disagreement  was  anticipated.  The  respective  parties  made  such  preparations 
for  the  approaching  business  of  that  meeting  as  they  deemed  proper.  The  clerk, 
being  the  officer  who  collects  the  sense  of  the  meeting  on  the  questions  submitted  to  it, 
and  declares  its  decisions,  was  justly  considered  as  holding  an  important  station,  which 
neither  was  willing  to  have  filled  by  a  pers(m  unfriendly  to  its  views.  Tlio  nomina- 
tion  of  a  clerk  to  the  yearly  meeting,  was  the  appropriate  business  of  tlie  representa- 
tives  from  tlie  quarterly  meetings.  (Vol.  1.  EvidL  68,  217.)  In  the  meeting  held  by 
them  fi>r  that  purpose,  Samuel  Settle  and  John  Comly  were  nominated.  Each  party 
advocated  the  pretensions  of  its  fiivourite  candidate,  but  neither  candidate  was  agreed 
upon.  Upon  its  being  reporte^lto  the  yearly  meeting,  that  tlie  representatives  wore 
unable  to  agree,  some  persons  suggested,  tliat  it  was  the  practice  of  the  society  for  the 
old  clerk  to  act  until  a  new  one  was  appointed.  (Vol.  1.  Evid.  68,  218.)  In  this,  there 
was,  at  least,  a  partial  acquiescence  of  the  opponents  of  the  old  clerk.    (VoL  1.  EHd. 
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0,318;  tqLS.  lb.  91, S67, 393.)  He  took  his  leat  mt  the  table,  and  John  Comly,  the 
rinl  fiandidate,  took  bis,  as  aaaintant  derk.  The  next  morning,  the  latter  ezproned 
a  repuffnance  to  serve  this  meeting,  made  np^  as  he  stated,  **  of  two  irreooncilable  par* 
tiet^  bat,  toot  some  reason  or  other,  he  again  acquiesced,  and  acted  as  assistant  derk 
the  itsiduo  of  the  meeting.  One  other  subject  of  dimute  occurred  towards  the  dose  of 
that  meetinff.  It  was  respecting  the  appointment  of  a  committee  to  visit  the  inferior 
meetings.  To  this,  there  was  considerable  opposition,  but  the  derk  &iaUy  recorded  a 
ninute  in  &vour  of  the  appointment.  Afler  which,  the  meeting  adjourned,  **■  to  meet 
It  the  same  time  and  place  the  next  year."    (VoL  1.  Evid.  70.) 

On  the  nineteenth,  twentieth,  and  twenty-first  of  April,  1827,  and  during  the  sitting 
of  the  yecrly  meeting,  another  meeting  was  heki  in  Green  street,  at  which  an  address 
to  the  society  of  Friends  was  agreed  upon ;  which  was  subscribed,  by  direction  and  in 
behalf  of  said  meeting,  by  John  Comly  and  others ;  in  which  address,  ailer  alluding  to 
the  divided  stoto  of  the  society  in  doctrine  and  in  feeling,  and  to  measures  of  the  yearly 
meeting  deemed  oppressive,  they  state  their  conviction,  **  that  the  period  has  fully  oome, 
in  which  we  ought  to  look  towards  making  a  quiet  retreat  from  this  scene  of  confu* 
lion.**  (Vol.  2.  Evid.  454.)  They  adjourned,  to  meet  again  in  the  aame  place  on  the 
fiMnlh  day  of  sixth  month  (June),  1827.  At  which  second  meeting,  they  agreed  on 
and  poldished  a  second  address,  in  which,  afler  adverting  to  disorders  and  divisions  in 
the  society,  and  transactions  of  the  late  yearly  meeting  against  the  sense,  as  they  con- 
■idered,  of  the  larger  part  of  that  body,  they  add,  **  fiends  have  viewed  this  state  of 
things  among  us,  with  deep  concern  and  exercise,  patiently  waiting  in  the  hope,  that 
time  and  re&ction  would  convince  our  brethren  of  the  impropriety  of  such  a  course, 
tnd  that  being  fiivourcd  to  see  the  evil  consequences  of  such  conduct,  they  might  re- 
trace  their  steps.  But  hitherto,  we  have  waited  in  vain.  Time  and  opportumty  for 
reflection  have  been  amply  afforded,  but  have  not  produced  the  desirable  results.  On 
the  contrary,  the  spirit  of  discord  and  confusion  have  gained  strong^  and  to  us  there 
appears  now,  to  be  no  way  to  regain  the  harmony  and  tranquillity  of  the  body,  but  by 
withdrawing  ourselves,  not  from  the  society  of  Friends,  nor  from  the  exercise  of  its 
Mlotary  discipline,  but  from  religious  communion  with  those  who  have  introduced,  and 
Kem  disposed  to  continue,  such  disorders  among  us.**  llie  address  condudes,  by  pro- 
pQsiog  fi>r  consideration,  **'  the  propric^  and  expediency  of  holding  a  yearly  meeting  of 
Friemdw  in  tuttly  with  tcs,  residing  within  the  limits  of*^  those  quarterly  meetings,  here- 
tofore represented  in  the  yearly  meetii^  held  in  Philadelphia,  on  the  third  second  day 
in  tenth  month  (then)  next'*  (Vol.  2.  Evid.  455,  456.)  At  which  time,  a  yearly 
meeting  was  accordingly  held  in  Green  street,  Philaddphia ;  which  has  been  oonti- 
Boed,  at  the  same  place,  from  year  to  year ;  and  which  is  the  same  yearly  meeting,  to 
wiuch  the  Chcsterfiidd  monthly  meeting,  of  which  Jcdiah  Middleton  is  clerk,  sent  repre- 
sentativea,  and  to  which,  that  meeting,  as  well  as  the  preparative  meeting  of  which 
James  Brown  is  clerk,  gave  in  their  adhesion.    (Vol.  1.  Evid.  50.) 

Which  of  these  yearly  meetings  represents  the  society  of  Friends  contemplated  in  this 
trust  ?  A  first  view  strongly  inclines  us  to  answer.  It  is  that  held  in  Arch  street  That 
WIS  regularly  adjourned  to  meet  at  the  same  time  and  place  next  year,  and  was  then 
held  accordingly,  and  has  been  regularly  continued  until  the  present  time.  The  other 
meeting  was  hdd,  first,  in  tenth  month,  1827,  by  those  who  retreated,  or  withdrew, 
from  the  disorders  of  the  other,  at  a  new  time,  and  a  new  place.  One  is  the  old  meeting 
in  form,  at  least,  and  the  other  the  new  meeting.  But  some  circumstances  attending  this 
separation,  invdve  the  case  in  some  degree  of  doubt  Those  who  formed  tlic  Green 
street  meeting,  claim  to  be  the  majority.  They  complain  of  various  abuses  existing  in 
the  society,  for  the  preceding  five  years ;  that  **  measures  of  a  party  character  were  in- 
troduced" into  some  of  their  meetings  fbr  discipline,  and  that  **  the  established  order  of 
society  wss  infringed,  by  carrying  those  measures  into  execution  againet  the  judgment^ 
omd  contrary  to  the  eotce,  of  a  larger  part  of  the  Friende  present.**  **  At  length,  the  in- 
ftction  taking  a  wider  range,  appeared  in  our  yearly  meeting,  whore  its  deplorable 
efiecte  were  equally  conspicuous.  Means  were  recently  taken  therein  to  overrule  a 
greater  part  of  the  repreMentattvee,  and  a  clerk  woo  impaoed  upon  the  meeting  without 
their  coneurrenee  or  eonsentJ'*  And  a  committee  was  there  appointed  to  visit  tlie  quarterly 
and  monthly  meetings  without  the  unity  of  the  meeting,  and  contrary  to  the  eolid  eense 
and  judgment  of  much  the  larger  number  of  membero  in  attendameey  (Vol.  2.  Evid. 
456.) 

In  connexion  with  these  complaints,  we  must  take  into  consideration  some  pecuKaii. 
ties  in  the  mode  of  conducting  the  religious  meetingB  of  Friends.  It  is  insisted  by  the 
Ardi  ftreet  party,  that  the  members  of  «  meeting  for  disdpline,  are  not  entitled  to 
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equal  weight  in  their  decisions;  so  that  the  clerk,  whose  business  it  is  to  ascertain  and 
record  the  sense  of  the  meeting,  should  not  count  the  number  of  persons  present,  and 
decide  with  the  majority  of  voices,  but  should  pay  more  attention  to  elderly,  pious,  and 
experienced  men,  than  to  those  of  an  opposite  character.  (Vol.  1.  Evid.  64,  184,  333.) 
On  the  other  side,  it  is  insisted,  that  all  have  an  equal  voice,  and  that  it  is  the  duty  of 
the  derk  to  record  the  opinion  of  the  majority,  in  numbers ;  or,  at  least,  that  he  should 
not  record  a  minute  against  the  sense  of  the  majority.  (Vol.  1.  Evid.  43 ;  vol.  2,  Ibid. 
S44.)  Another  pecuUarity,  is  this,  insisted  on  by  the  Arch  street  party,  arid  apparently 
conformable  to  usage,  that  until  the  appointment  of  a  new  clerk,  the  old  one  is  to  act 
It  may  be  easily  perceived,  that  the  effect  of  these  principles  combined,  may  be  to  place 
a  meeting  imder  the  control  of  a  minority,  however  small,  or  even  of  tbe  clerk  himself; 
and  that  the  majority  have  no  ordinary  means  of  redress,  for  they  never  can  appoint  a 
new  clerk,  and  never  can  carry  any  measure,  however  just  and  important,  if  unreasona^ 
bly  opposed.  And  if  it  be  true,  that  through  the  operation  of  these  principles,  the  ma- 
jority, in  the  yearly  meeting  of  fourtli  month,  1827,  was  deprived  of  its  rights,  it  would 
incline  me  very  much  to  endeavotu*  to  distinguish  this  case  from  that  of  an  ordinary 
secession  from  the  government  of  a  religious  society. 

The  complaint,  that  the  majority  was  overruled,  relates,  I  presume,  more  particularly 
to  the  meeting  of  representatives  from  the  various  quarters,  whose  business  it  was  to 
nominate  a  clerk.  But  the  proceedings  there,  may  have  had,  and  were  evidently,  by  all 
parties,  expected  to  have,  an  important  bearing  on  the  proceedings  of  tlie  yearly 
meeting.  The  fiicts  are  somewhat  variously  stated  by  the  dificrent  witnesses.  But,  in 
the  view  I  shall  take  of  this  question,  I  do  not  think  it  necessary  to  make  a  minute 
inquiry  into  the  &ct8,  or  to  decide  those  which  arc  controverted. 

It  appears  distinctly,  that  no  count,  or  otlier  certain  means  of  ascertaining  the  nuu 
jority  was  resorted  to.  The  Green  street  party,  however,  claim  the  benefit  of  a  pro- 
sumption  that  they  were  the  majority,  arising  from  the  fact  that  they  insisted  that  the 
majority  ought  to  govern,  and  endeavoured  to  take  measures  to  ascertain  it.  (VoL  1. 
Evid.  372,  3.)  This  was  resisted  by  the  other  party,  either  from  conscious  inferiority 
of  numbers,  or  from  a  conscientious  desire,  not  to  violate  the  ancient  usage  of  tlie 
society,  as  to  the  mode  of  ascertaining  the  solid  sense  of  a  meeting.     . 

As  to  the  true  mode  of  ascertaining  the  sense  of  a  meeting,  all  agree  that  it  is  the 
duty  of  the  clerk  to  collect  it,  and  it  has  been  the  uniform  practice  m  the  society,  for 
him  to  do  so,  without  resorting  to  a  formal  count,  or  division  of  parties.  (Vol.  1.  Evid. 
64,  330,  456,  voL  2.  lb.  1G9,  250.)  This  society  commenced  in  persecution,  and  has, 
heretofore,  been  distinguished  for  its  harmony.  Beheving  in  the  operation  of  the 
spirit  of  truth  on  their  minds,  not  only  in  worship,  but  in  business,  if  properly  sought 
for,  it  has  been  their  practice  solemnly  to  seek  the  guidance  of  the  Ught  within,  and 
seldom,  or  never,  to  attempt  influence,  through  ingenious  argument,  or  noisy  dedama^ 
tion.  Hence,  few  have  attempted  to  speak  on  questions.  And  these  would  naturally 
be  the  experienced  and  aged.  A  few  voices  from  such  quarters,  unopposed,  has  always 
been  sufficient  to  guide  the  clerk.  If  a  contrariety  of  views  appeared,  it  has  not  been 
the  practice  to  continue  the  debate  a  long  time,  but  if  one  party  did  not  soon  yield,  to 
postpone  the  subject  for  furtlier  consideration.  Hence,  it  has  doubtless  been  usual  for 
the  clerks  to  look  to  leading  men,  principally,  in  gathering  the  sense  of  the  meeting. 
And  this  practice  being  ancient  and  uniform,  and  withal  countenanced  by  some  of  their 
most  respected  writers,  and  connected  with  their  religious  faitli,  strengthens  one  party 
in  its  opinion,  not  cmly  that  it  is  right  for  the  clerk  to  do  so,  but  that  be  may  carry  it 
so  far,  as  to  record  a  minute  in  opposition  to  the  sense  of  the  majority  in  numbers- 
(Vol.  1.  Evid.  35,  64, 184,  333.)  The  other  party  insist,  on  the  contrary,  that  the  go- 
vemment  in  a  yearly  meeting,  b  strictly  democratic ;  that  all  have  equal  riglits,  and 
an  equal  voice,  (vol.  1.  Evid.  43.  voL  2.  lb.  244,)  and  that  however  much  the  young 
and  mexperienccd  may,  in  times  past,  have  yielded  to  the  wise  and  aged,  tlirough 
courtesy,  or  from  other  causes,  yet,  upon  a  question  of  strict  right,  Uiey  arc  all  equal. 
This  usage,  as  it  has  existed,  hns  no  doubt,  been  salutary  in  its  influence,  and  it  is 
highly  expedient  to  preserve  it  Indeed,  it  appears  to  be  of  almost  vital  importance  to 
a  rdigious  society  like  this;  into  which  members  arc  admitted  wiUiout  any  public 
declaration  of  their  faith,  and  even  as  a  birtJiright  And  yet  it  is  difficult  to  apply  it, 
and  act  upon  it,  under  such  circumstances  as  resulted  in  tiie  present  division.  Here 
were  two  great  parties,  dividing,  not  only  tlie  numbers,  but  tlic  talents,  experience,  and 
piety  of  uiis  society,  separated  on  imjiortint  questions,  oiid  each  tenacious  of  its 
opiniona.  How  shall  their  controversies  be  decided  7  It  is  a  general  principle  relating 
to  all  associations  of  men«  that  all  the  members  of  a  meeting,  who  have  a  right  to  a 
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fnee  at  tU,  have  a  right  io  an  emud  voice,  unkaa  there  be  iomething  in  the  terma  of 
tbe  liiocialum  to  vary  those  rights.  It  is  conceded  that  all  the  mcmbeni  of  this  ao- 
dety,  have  the  r^[ht  to  attend  the  yearly  meeting;  and  that  the  clerk  may  notice  the 

r'aos  of  alL  {VoL  !•  Evid.  85, 333.)  How,  then,  is  he  to  distinguish  between  them? 
Hse^e  to  aooord  soperior  weight  to  superior  piety  and  experience,  has,  indeed,  been 
onifivm,  jet  it  seems  to  want  th^  degree  of  ceriainty  in  its  application,  which  an  im- 
fendee  rule  of  government  requires.  Who  is  to  judge  which  members  have  the  most 
viidom,  or  the  greatest  share  of  the  spirit  of  truth?  Each  individual  may  concede  it 
to  another,  eo  ae  to  yield  his  own  opinion  to  him,  if  he  wilL  But  who  shall  judge  of 
it  ibr  a  whf^  aaaemhlj?  Who  shall  allot  among  a  great  many  individuals,  their  com- 
puaSive  weight?  If  any  body,  it  must  be  the  clerk.  The  result  is,  that  the  govern- 
matt,  if  not  a  democracy,  very  much  resembles  a  monarchy.  Neither  party  would  be 
willing  to  call  it  the  latter,  tmless  by  supposing  the  Great  Head  of  the  church  to  preside, 
lad  r3e  therein.  And  this  is,  no  doubt,  the  theoretic  principle  on  this  point  But  who 
ii  to  declare  his  dedsion?  We  come  back  again  to  the  clerk.  WHl  he  always  dedare 
tbem  truly?  To  err,  is  human.  He  may  be  directed  by  light  from  above,  or  he  may 
feUow  his  own  wilL  And  this  contest,  shows  that  neither  party  had  any  confidence  in 
the  in&niknlity  of  the  clerk,  under  the  unusual  and  trying  circumstances  which  existed. 
ITie  persons  nominated  by  the  two  parties,  were  re8pe<£iblo  men,  of  great  worth  and 
experienoe.  Tliey  had  both,  for  a  long  time,  served  the  society  very  satis&ctorily,  in 
tiie  most  respooaible  stations^— -those  of  derk,  and  assistant  clerk.  But  both  had,  or 
verc  soroeded  to  have,  partialities,  or  wishes  of  their  own,  to  be  gratified  by  the  de- 
dnons  of  the  yearly  meeting.  And  the  consequence  was,  that  they  were  both  objects 
of  the  greatest  distrust  The  ^*  Orthodox"  did  not  believe  that  John  Comly  could  servo 
tlio  meeting  fidthfiilly,  and  the  **  Hicksites"  were  equally  dubious  of  the  in&llibility  of 
Samuel  Bettk. 

This  feature  in  the  ffovemment  of  thitf  society,  whatever  may  be  its  precise  limits, 
b  intimately  connected  with  their  religious  principles  and  doctrines.  (Yd.  1.  Evid.  64.) 
Tbey  believe  that  the  Head  of  the  church,  when  properly  invoked,  will  shed  his  in- 
fioence  upon  their  meetings,  and  be  **  a  spirit  of  jud^ent,  to  those  who  sit  in  judgment** 
Hence,  the  derk  is  sufieired  to  ^rather  vie  feelinge  and  eente  of  a  meeting,  from  those 
who  have  long  manifested  a  spiritual  walk  and  conversation,  aided  by  tne  agency  of 
the  spirit  of  troth,  in  his  own  mind.    But,  it  is  at  least  ^st6/e,  that  a  meeting  should 
be  imfittfid,  in  a  measure,  fer  this  intercourse  with  the  spurit ;  and  that  the  clerk  may  be 
influenced  by  earthly  passions,  and  have  a  will  of  his  own  to  subserve,  as  well  as  that 
of  the  Great  Head  of  the  church.    Should  such  a  case  arise,  it  must  bo  perceived  that 
the  beauty  of  this  theory  is  marred,  and  the  crovernment  becomes,  not  wluit  it  woe  in- 
tended to  be.     May  it  not  be  said,  that  in  sudi  cose,  the  condition  on  which  the  power 
of  the  derk  and  the  minority  is  founded,  is  broken  7    But  if  it  be,  who  is  to  declare 
whether  such  a  ease  has,  or  has  not,  arisen  7   Or,  what  is  to  be  the  effect  of  an  abuse  of 
this  power  ?  Or,  how  is  it  to  be  relieved  against  7  I  find  myself  met  by  these  questions, 
and  others,  connected  with  this  important  and  delicate  subject    And  supposing  that 
the  decision  of  this  cause  does  not  require  an  investigation  of  them,  I  shall  not  attempt 
it    Hence,  I  wish  not  to  be  understood  as  intimating  any  opinion,  as  to  the  complaints 
of  the  **  Hicksite**  party;  whether  there  were  really  any  gooa  grounds  for  them,  or  not; 
or,  whether,  if  there  were,  it  would  justify  the  course  they  took,  or  save  them  from  the 
k^  consequences  of  a  secession.    1  would  only  observe,  fiirther,  on  this  branch  of  the 
sid>ject,  that  were  this  a  mere  naked  truet^  to  be  perfermed  immediately^  by  the  yearly 
meeting,  I  think  I  should  have  no  hesitation  to  award  it  to  the  Arch  street  meeting; 
tbit  being,  in  point  of  ferm,  at  least,  the  same  meeting  which  was  in  existence  at  the 
time  the  trust  was  created.    But  the  Cheeterfidd  preparative  meeting,  with  respect  to 
this  fimd,  may  fiurly  be  considered,  not  merdy  as  a  trustee,  but  as  haring  a  beneficiary 
interest,  inasmuch  as  the  fimd  is  to  be  expended  in  the  education  of  Che  children  of  such 
of  its  members  as  are  poor.    It  is  a  subordinate  meeting,  the  pretcnsicms  of  which  are 
to  be  settled,  by  its  admowledging  one  or  the  other  of  these  yearly  meetings  as  its  head. 
There  was  some  difikulty  in  selecting  which  it  should  ac&nowledge ;  and  if  the  ma- 
jority had  mistaken  the  truth,  and  connected  themsdves  with  the  wroap^  head,  (supposing 
this  to  be  a  mere  dispute  as  to  government,  or  disdphne,)  I  should  feci  very  reluctant 
to  CQodude  that  they  could  have  no  fiurther  right  or  interest  in  the  fimd.    But  as  I 
before  intimated,  I  moan  not  to  ferm,  or  express  an  opinion  on  this  subject ;  fer,  in 
surveying  the  pleadings  and  testimony  in  this  cause,  the  conviction  urges  itself  strongly 
upon  my  mind,  that  there  is  another  jpreat  distinction  between  these  parties,  which 
fliav  be  resorted  to,  to  ascertain  which  ii  the  true  society  of  Friends,  so  fer  as  the 
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purposes  of  this  case  require  the  decision  of  that  questioo.  I  mean  the  difference  in 
ddctrine, 

Hendrickson,  in  his  answer  to  the  bill  of  interpleader^  allef^  that  **the  society  of 
Friends,  as  a  christian  sect,  hold  doctrines  in  reference  to  Christianity,  which,  like  those 
of  other  sects,  are  in  some  measm'e,  common  to  all  Christians,  and  in  other  respects, 
peculiar  to  themselves."  And  that  **  the  following  religious  doctrines  have  always  been 
held  and  maintained  by  them."    (Vol.  1.  Evid.  30.) 

**  In  the  first  place,  although  the  society  of  Friends  have  seldom  made  use  of  the 
word  trinity,  yet  they  believe  in  tlie  exi&tcnce  of  the  Father,  Son,  or  Word,  and  the 
Holy  Spirit  That  the  Son  was  God,  and  became  flesh, — ^that  there  is  one  God  and 
Father,  of  whom  are  all  things — that  there  is  one  Lord  Jesus  Christ,  by  whom  all 
things  were  made,  who  was  glorified  with  the  Father  before  the  world  bi^^an,  who  is 
God  over  all,  blessed  for  ever — ^that  there  is  one  Holy  Spirit,  the  promise  of  the  Father 
and  the  Son,  the  leader,  and  sanctifier,  and  comforter  of  his  people,  and  thai  these  three 
are  one,  the  Father,  the  Word,  and  the  Spirit  That  the  principal  diflference  between 
the  people  called  Quakers,  and  other  Protestant  trinitarian  sects,  in  regard  to  the  doe- 
'  trine  of  the  trini^,  is,  the  latter  attach  the  idea  of  individual  personage  to  the  threw, 
as  what  they  consider  a  fiur  logical  inference  firom  the  doctrines  expres^y  laid  down  in 
the  Holy  Scriptures.  The  people  called  Quakers,  on  the  other  hand,  consider  it  a 
mysteiy  beyond  finite,  human  conception ;  take  up  the  doctrine  as  expressly  laid  down 
'  in  the  Scripture,  and  have  not  considered  themselves  warranted  in  making  deductiona, 
however  specious. 

**  In  the  second  place,  the  people  called  Quakers,  have  always  believed  in  the  doctrine 
of  the  atonement,  that  the  divine  and  human  nature  of  Jesus  Christ  were  united ;  that 
thus  united,  he  suffered,  and  that  tlirough  his  sufferings,  death,  and  resurrection,  be 
atoned  for  the  sins  of  men.  That  the  &)n  of  God,  in  the  fulness  of  time  took  flesh, 
became  perfect  man,  according  to  the  flesh,  descended  and  came  of  the  seed  of  Abra- 
ham and  David;  that  being  with  God  fi^m  all  eternity,  being  himself  God,  and  ako  in 
time  partaking  of  the  nature  of  man,  through  him  is  the  eoodness  and  love  of  God 
conveyed  to  mankind,  and  that  by  him  agam  man  reoeiveui  and  partaketh  of  thne 
mercies;  that  Christ  took  upon  him  the  se^  of  Abraham,  and  his  holy  body  and  hkxxl 
was  an  offering  and  a  sacrifice  for  the  sins  of  the  whole  world. 

^  In  the  third  place,  the  people  called  Quakers,  believe  that  the  Scriptures  are  given 
by  inspiration,  and  when  rightly  interpreted  are  unerring  puides ;  and  to  use  the  lan- 
ffuage  adopted  by  them,  they  are  able  to  make  wise  unto  suvation,  through  fiiith  which 
IS  in  Jesus  Christ  They  believe  that  the  spirit  still  operates  upon  the  souls  of  men, 
and  when  it  does  really  and  truly  so  operate,  it  furnishes  the  primary  rule  of  fiutb. 
That  the  Scriptures  proceeding  firom  it,  must  be  secondary  in  reference  to  this  primary 
source,  whence  they  proceed;  but  inasmuch  as  the  dictates  of  the  spirit  arc  always-tme 
and  uniform,  all  ideas  and  views  which  any  person  may  entertain  repugnant  to  the 
doctrines  of  the  Scriptures,  which  are  unerring,  must  proceed  from  Mae  lights.  That 
such  arc  the  doctrines  entertained  and  adopted  by  the  ancient  society  of  Friends,  and 
that  the  same  doctrines  are  still  entertained  by  the  *  Orthodox*  party  aforesaid,  to  which 
par^  this  defendant  belongs.  That  these  doctrines  arc,  with  the  said  religious  society, 
ibn(iamental ;  and  any  individual  entertaining  sentiments  and  opinions  contrary  to  all,  or 
any  of  the  above  mentioned  doctrines,  is  held  not  to  be  in  the  same  faith  with  the  so- 
ciety of  Friends,  or  the  people  called  Quakers,  and  is  treated  accordingly.*'  And  he 
further  alleges,  that  previous  to  the  separation,  the  society  became  divided  into  two 
parties,  one  of  which  is  called  the  ^  Orthodox,**  and  the  other,  the  ^  Hicksites,**  and  that 
^  they  differ  essentially  from  each  other,  in  religious  doctrines  ;**  and  especially  with 
respect  to  the  doctrines  above  stated.  That  the  *  Orthodox*  party  hold  to  them,  but  that 
the  *  Hicksite*  party  do  not  adopt  and  believe  in  them,  but  entertain  opinions  entirely 
and  absolutely  repugnant  and  contrary  thereta** 

Decow,  in  ms  answer,  alleges,  that  **  the  society  of  Friends  acknowledge  no  head  but 
Christ,  and  no  principle  of  authority  or  government  in  the  church  but  the  love  and 
power  of  God  operating  upon  the  heart,  and  thence  influencing  the  judgm^it,  and 
'woducing  a  unity  of  feeling,  brotherly  sjtnpathy  and  condescension  to  each  other. 
The  great  fundamental  principle  of  the  society;  the  divine  light  and  power  operating 
on  the  soul ;  being  acknowledgied  by  all  its  members  as  the  effective  bond  of  union;  the 
right  of  each  incuvidual  to  judge  of  the  true  meaning  of  Scripture  testimony,  relating 
to  the  doctrines  of  Christianity,  according  to  the  best  evidence  m  his  own  mind,  uncon- 
trolled by  the  arbitrary  dictation  of  his  equally  fidlible  fellow-man,  hath  been,  as  well 
tacitly  SB  explicitly,  acknowledged  by  the  society.'*    (Vol  I.  Evid.  43, 45, 51.)    And 
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tkt  the  rules  and  regruhtimiB  of  the  sfstem  of  discipline,  nAcpied  by  the  society,  ^re- 
bte  pirtly  to  the  presemtioo  of  a  decent  and  comely  order  in  its  internal  polity ;  partly 
to  the  obserrmnoe  of  the  principleB  of  morality  and  justice,  by  all  belonging  to  it ;  and 
putly  to  the  maintenaBce  of  its  peculiar  testimonies." 

He  fbrther  alleges,  that  **  the  Chesterfield  preparative  meeting  of  Friends,  at  Cross- 
wieks,  to  whi^  he  belongs,  is  the  same  Chcwterfield  preparative  meeting  of  Friends, 
It  CrosBwieka,  under  whMe  care  the  said  school  fund  was  i^ced  by  the  contributors 
tberelo,  and  are  identified  with  them  in  due  and  re^njlar  succession,  and  are  a  part  of 
the  ancieot  society  of  Friends.    That  they  beliere  m  the  Christian  religion,  as  con- 
timed  in  the  New  Testament,  and  as  professed  by  ancient  Friends,  and  adhere  to  the 
I      Rli^ons  institutions  and  goremment  of  the  society  of  Friends ;  and  bear  the  same  car- 
(final  testiiiMMiues  to  the  whole  world,  as  are  held  most  important  and  characteristic  in 
the  «id  aocieCy ;  amon^  which,  are  a  testimony  against  war,  a  hireling  ministry, 
iftinst  takinff'  oaths,  aramst  going  to  law  with  brethren,  and  a  concern  to  observe  the 
goldea  nile,£>  onto  allmen  as  we  would  they  should  do  unto  us.** 

It  is  perceived,  that  each  psr|^  claims  fi>r  the  meeting  which  appointed  him,  an  ad- 

hereaee  to  the  ancient  fiuth  of  Friends ;  although  they  dlfier  in  this,  that  one  points 

oat  eertaiar  doctrines,  which  he  oonriders  as  parts  of  that  faith,  and  that  they  are  ossen- 

I      tiaJ  parts;  while  tho  other,  without  directly  denying  these  to  be  the  doctrines  of  Friends, 

I      or  that  hk  party  in  the  society  holds  doctrines  repugnant  thereto,  contents  himself  with 

f      >Uefing  thi^  **  they  believe  in  the  Christian  reUffion,  as  contained  in  the  New  Testa^ 

I      oent,  and  as  professed  by  ancient  Friends  ;**  and  their  adherence  to  their  peculiar  tes- 

i      %Hmiffs,  some  of  which  are  specified ;  and  distinctly  advances  **  tho  right  of  each  indl- 

ndatl  to  judge  of  the  true  meaning  of  Scripture  testimony,  relating  to  tho  doctrines  of 

I      Christiamty,  acecHding  to  the  best  evidence  in  his  own  mind.**    And  by  enumerating 

odifr  olriects  of  discipline,  he  would  give  us  to  understand  that  this  is  a  right,  the  exorcise 

I      of  which  is  beyond  the  control  of  the  discipline  of  the  society. 

There  is  nothing  characteristic  in  **  a  belief  in  the  Christian  religion,  as  contained  in 

j       the  New  Testament**  All  sects  of  Christians,  however  widely  separated,  unite  in  pro- 

I       ffmhig  this.    But  if  I  can  miderstand  the  liberty  churned  in  this  answer  for  the  mem- 

ben  of  the  aoc^,  it  is,  that  they  may  interpret  the  Scriptures,  in  reference  to  the 

doetrines  of  the  trmibr,  and  of  the  divinity  and  atonement  of  Jesns  Christ,  as  the 

light  within  them  shall  direct 

Boi  aKhoogh  Decow,  in  his  answer,  has,  in  some  measure,  declared  the  fiiith  of  the 
party  to  whi<£  he  belongs,  yet  he  denks  that  this,  or  any  other  court,  has  a  right  to  in- 
ftitute  an  inquest  into  3ie  consciences  or  ftith  of  members  of  religious  associations. 
But  can  this  denial  be  well  founded  7  May  this  fund  be  divided  and  subdivided,  as 
often  as  tUs  body  shall  separate?  And  parts  of  it,  fi^m  time  to  time,  be  diverted  firom 
its  dedared  purpose,  and  appropriated  to  the  education  of  children  of  persons  connected 
with  other  rdigious  persuasions,  or  of  no  religion  at  all  ?  And  yet  that  no  court  can 
Qontrol  it?  Surely,  this  cannot  be.  This  trust  can  be  exercised  only  b^  a  meeting  ot 
the  rdigiama  meiehf  tf  Friends,  The  fund  can  be  used  only  in  tlie  education  of  the  chiU 
drea  belonging  to  a  meeting  of  that  society.  And  when,  as  on  this  occasion,  two  dis- 
tinct bodies,  which  have  separated  on  points  of  discipline,  or  doctrine,  or  both,  come 
\vhn  the  court,  and  each  claim  the  guardianship  and  use  of  this  fund,  as'  belonging  to 
the  societj  of  Friends;  this  court  may,  surely,  inquire  into  the  badges  of  distinction,  by 
which  the  society  of  Friends  are  known ;  and  if  they  are  characterized  by  established 
doetrines,  we  may  inquire  what-  those  are^  and  whetlier  they  belong  to  one,  or  both  of 
these  parties.  This  power  is  distinctly  laid  down,  in  a  recent  case  bcibrc  the  house  of 
kcds,  in  which  lord  dianoellor  Eldon  says,  **  It  is  true,  the  court  cannot  take  notice 
of  religions  opinions,  with  a  view  to  decide  whether  they  are  right  or  wrong,  but  it 
BiaT  notice  them  as  fiicts,  pointing  out  the  ownership  of  property.*** 

In  searching  for  the  doctrines  of  this  society,  it  is,  in  my  opinion,  not  necessary  to 
iaqoire  whether  there  were  any  differences  of  opinion  among  their  ancient  writers, 
provided  the  aodeW  had,  for  a  long  time  before  this  fund  was  established,  promulgated 
u  a  body,  their  religions  doctrines,  and  had  settled  down  in  harmony  under  them.  It 
is  a  body  of  Friends,  vrith  its  settled  and  known  characteristics,  at  that  time,  which  is 
contemplated  in  the  trust 

Hie  society  of  Friends,  or  Quakers,  as  they  were  called  by  their  opponents,  had  its 
origin  in  England,  about  the  middle  of  the  seventeenth  century ;  a  time  much  distin- 

•  1  I>ow*s  Erai  L  S  Jacob  and  Walk.  948.  3  Merrivale,  419,  410.  7  8erg.  and  Rawie,  460. 
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gUMhed  ibr  n^fpaoB  inqmrj^  in  muiy  parts  of  Eurofio.  It  wit  oompond  of  penocn 
who  oould  not  oonacieDtioaslj  tgier  with  the  existing  leeti,  in  their  doetrinee,  modes 
of  wonhipi,  or  practicee,  and  who  found  themselves  dnwn  together  hj  a  imitj  of  ftith 

and  feeling.  Thoj  called  themselvos  Christians  and  Protestants,  but  appear  to  have  re- 
quired from  those  seeking  to  become  united  with  tlicm,  no  formal  profession  of  &ith, 
as  a  test  of  principle  to  qualify  them  for  admission ;  looking  at  their  works  as  evidence 
of  their  Christian  faith,  and  their  practice,  and  support  of  their  peculiar  testimonies,  as 
evidence  of  their  Quakerism.  As  they  increased  in  numbers,  and  attracted  the  atten- 
tion of  the  civil  authorities,  their  principles  became  the  subject  of  inquiry,  and  of  mis- 
representation, by  reason  of  which,  they  were  exposed  to  reproach  and  persecution,  and 
it  became  necessary  for  them  to  come  out  and  avow  their  leading  doctrines  to  the 
world.  This  was  done  by  their  leaders  and  principal  men,  professing  to  act  in  behalf 
of  the  society  on  several  occasions.  Greor^  Fox,  who  is  generally  regarded  as  the 
founder  of  the  sect,  travelling  in  the  island  of  Barbadoes,  being  assailed  with  these  mis- 
representations, and  especiaJly  with  this,  that  they  denied  God,  Christ  Jesus,  and  the 
S^ptures  of  truth ;  ^  with  some  other  Friends,  drew  up  a  paper  to  go  forth  in  the 
name  of  the  people  called  Quakers,  for  the  clearing  of  truth  and  Friends  from  those 
false  reports."  It  was  addressed  to  the  governor  of  Barbadoes,  with  his  council  and 
assembly.  In  this  paper,  the  belief  of  Friends  in  God,  the  divinity  and  atonement  of 
Jesus  Christ,  and  the  inspiration  of  the  Scriptures,  is  most  fully  and  explicitly  avowed. 
(Vol  2.  Fox*s  Jour.  145,  138,  316,  338,  367;  vol.  1.  lb.  4,  56,  57.)  Elias  Hicks  inti- 
mates  that  George  Fox,  for  prudential  reasons,  disguised  his  real  sentiments.  (VoL  1. 
Evid.  116;  vol.  2.  lb.  417.)  But  this  ill  agrees  with  the  history  of  Fox,  and  I  suspect 
with  the  belief  of  Friends,  as  to  his  real  character.  Sewell  has  given  his  character  in 
this  respect,  as  drawn  by  a  contemporary,  in  these  words :  **  He  was  indeed,  a  hea- 
▼enly.minded  man,  zealous  for  the  name  of  the  Lord,  and  preferred  the  honour  of  God 
before  all  things.  He  was  valiant  for  the  truth,  bold  in  asserting  it,  patient  in  suffer- 
ing for  it,  unwearied  in  labouring  in  it,  steady  in  his  testimony  to  it,  immovable  as  a 
rock.*'    (Vol  ^.  SetoeWs  Hist.  4Si,) 

In  16S0,  the  British  Parliament  passed  an  act  for  exempting  the  Protestant  dissenters 
from  certain  penalties^  by  which  the  Quakers  had  siiffercd  for  many  years.  To  obtain 
the  benefit  of  this  exemption,  they  subscribed,  among  other  articles,  the  following : 
**  I,  A.  R  profess  faith  in  Grod,  the  Father,  and  in  Jesus  Christ,  his  eternal  son,  the  true 
God,  and  m  the  Holy  Spirit,  one  God,  blessed  for  evermore ;  and  do  acknowledge  the 
Holy  Scriptures  of  the  Old  and  New  Testament,  to  be  by  divine  inspiration."  The 
historian  adds,  **  we  now  see  the  religion  of  the  Quakers  acknowledged  and  tolerated 
by  an  act  of  parliament'*    (Vol.  2.  Sewell,  447.) 

In  1693,  the  doctrines  of  the  society  being  misrepresented  by  George  Keith  and 
others,  **  they  found  themselves  obliged  to  put  forth  their  faith  anew  in  print,  which 
they  had  often  before  asserted,  both  in  words  and  writing,  thereby  to  manifest  that  their 
behef  was  really  orthodox,  and  agreeable  with  the  Holy  Scriptures.  (Vol.  2.  Sewell, 
471.)  And  being  charged  with  some  Socinian  notions,  a  short  confession  of  faith, 
signed  by  one  and  thirty  persons,  of  which  George  Whitehead  was  one,  was,  in  De. 
oember  following,  presented  to  the  parliament  (2  Sewell,  483,  499 ;  vol.  1.  Evid.  297; 
3  Gough^t  Htsf.  386.)  In  these  public  declarations,  we  find  these  enumerated  doctrines 
recognized  and  avowed.  At  that  time,  and  afterwards,  the  society  of  Friends  in  this 
country,  acknowledged  the  London  yearly  meeting  as  their  head,  and  appeals  were 
taken  fix)m  their  meetings  in  this  country,  and  decided  there.  (Vol.  1.  Evid.  95 ; 
1  Fraud's  Hist,  Penn.  369.) 

Of  their  early  writers,  none  seems  to  have  been  held  in  higher  estimation  than  Robert 
Barclay.  In  his  "  Apology,"*  purporting  to  be  an  explanation  and  vindication  of  the 
principles  and  doctrines  of  the  people  called  Quakers — these  principles  are  distinctly 
eihibited  as  parts  of  their  faith. 

He  also  published  a  catechism  and  confession  of  faith,  which  purport  to  contain  **a 
true  and  faithful  account  of  the  principles  and  doctrines,  which  are  most  surely  believed 
hy  the  churches  of  Christ  in  Great  Britain  and  Ireland,  who  are  reproachfully  called 
l^  the  name  of  Quakers.'*  In  these,  the  doctrines  above  mentioned,  arc  most  fuUy 
and  explicitly  taught  and  professed.! 

It  is  in  evidence,  that  Barclay's  Apology,  and  his  Catechism,  and  Confession  of  Faith, 

*  See  ninth  edition,  published  at  Philadelphia,  in  irr.*!.  pages  86, 139. 141, 185, 203,  S04, 311.  SS6, 
97S,  573, 574.    Also  in  his  **  Anarchy  of  the  Ranters."  pages  1.  3.  3,  39.  30. 
t  See  paces  2. 5. 6, 7, 8, 9, 10. 11,  IS.  13. 104, 100, 107,  lOB,  HI.  134. 
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pnpartinff  u  afiMreamid,  have  been  pnUubed  and  oirookted  by  the  Philadelphia  yearly 
imting,  oy  Ihe  use  of  ite  own  fundi,  and  as  their  mimitee  ezprees,  **  for  the  eenriee  of 
tralk,"  M  early  mm  the  year  1701,  and  on  aeveral  oecasione  einoe.  (VoL  1.  £vid.  76, 997.) 
Tboe  ia  muc^  other  eiidenoe  laid  before  as,  W  documents  and  witnesses,  confirm- 
Df  that  which  I  have  thus  briefly  noticed.  But  1  shall  pass  it  over,  merely  reforrinf, 
hovever,  to  the  letters  from  EUas  HidLs  to  Phebe  Willis  and  Thomas  Willis,  written 
ia  1818,  in  which  he  distinctly  intimates  that  the  society's  belief  of  the  Scriptures,  and 
of  the  divinity  of  Christ,  which  he  had  been  tanght  from  his  cradle,  whatever  was  Ass 
klief  at  that  time,  was  folly  in  accordance  with  the^retensions  of  the  **  Orthodox** 
ptrty.    (VoL  2.  Evid.  419,  ^,  431.) 

I  think  it  sufficiently  established,  that  these  doctrines  have  been  avowedly  and  gene- 
nlly  hdd  by  the  society.  And,  indeed,  they  have  treated  the  Scriptures  with  a  deme 
of  reference,  nnooamuHi,  even  anions  Christians.  Feeling  it  presumptuous  to  spccmate 
spDO  what  is  obscure,  they  have,  in  Oodrinal  mmtiers^  adopted  its  explicit  language,  but 
rnected  the  ingenious  deductions  of  men ;  they  have  been  unwilling  to  be  wise  aix>ve 
voat  is  written.  And  in  matters  of  jpraeiiee,  they  have  endeavoured  to  apply  its  pre- 
eepts  literally ;  and  this  is  the  foundation  of  their  peculiar  testimonies. 

Bat  are  these  doctrines  e»$ential?  There  is  strong  evidence  of  this,  in  the  very  na- 
tore  of  the  doctrines  themselves.  When  men  form  t&mselves  into  associations  £ar  the 
worship  of  God,  some  correspondence  of  views,  as  to  the  nature  and  attributes  of  the 
being  who  is  the  object  of  worship  is  necessary.  The  difference  between  the  Pa- 
fin,  the  Mahometan,  the  Christian,  and  the  Jew,  is  radical,  and  irreconcilable.  The 
two  latter  worship  the  same  God ;  but  one  approaches  him  through  a  mediator,  whom 
Ibe  other  regards  as  an  impostor ;  and  hence,  there  can  be  no  communion  or  foUowship 
between  them.  Christians  have  become  separated  into  various  sects,  differing  more 
or  less  in  their  doctrines.  In  looking  at  the  history  of  these  sects,  I  am  bv  no  means 
oonvinoed  that  there  was,  in  the  nature  of  thin^,  any  necessity  for  all  the  divisicnis 
which  have  taken  place.  Many  of  the  controversies  in  the  church,  have  doubless  arisen 
from  minute  and  subtile  distinctions  in  doctrine,  which  have  been  maintained,  not  only 
with  much  ingenuity,  but  with  much  obstinacy  and  pride;  and  which,  by  this  mixture 
of  human  fraUty,  have  been  the  cause  of  an^ry,  and  often  Uood^  diasentions.  And 
whenever  the  civil  government,  or  the  prevailing  party,  in  a  religious  society,  have 
finned  creeds,  and  required' pr<^fessions  of  foith,  descending  to  thoie  minute  points,  it 
has,  necessarily,  caused  the  separation  of  those,  or  at  least  the  honest  part  of  them,  who 
could  not  believe  up  to  the  precise  line  of  orthodoxy.  Hence,  no  doubt,  many  separa^ 
tions  have  taken  place  in  churches,  upon  points  of  doctrine,  which  would  never  have 
disturbed  the  harmony  of  the  association,  had  not  public  professions  of  faith  been  re- 
quired, descending  into  minute  and  non-essential  particulars.  In  these  days  many 
Christians  find  themselves  able  to  unite  in  worship  with  those  of  different  denomina- 
tions, and  to  forget  the  line  of  separation  between  them.  But,  although  unnocessary 
divisions  have  taken  i^aoe,  it  by  no  means  follows,  that  there  are  not  some  points  of 
frith,  which  must  be  agreed  in,  in  order  that  a  religious  society  may  harmonize  in  their 
pobtic  worship  and  private  intercourse,  so  as  to  experience  the  benefits  of  associating 
together.  Of  this  description,  is  the  belief  in  the  atonement  and  divine  nature  of  Jesus 
Christ.  He,  who  considers  him  to  be  divine ;  who  addresses  himself  to  Him,  as  the 
Mediator,  the  Way,  the  Creator,  and  Redeemer ;  who  has  power  to  hear,  and  to  answer ; 
to  make  and  to  perform  Ms  promises,  cannot  worship  with  him,  who  regards  Him  as 
destitute  of  this  nature,  and  these  divine  attributes.  Nor  con  the  latter  unite  in  a  wor- 
ship which  he  eonceives  to  be  idolatrous. 

And  with  respect  to  the  inspiration  of  the  Scriptures.  The  belief  in  the  divine  nature 
and  atonement  of  Jesus  Chriii,  and  indeed,  of  the  Christian  religion  itself^  is  intimately 
connected  with  that  of  the  divine  authority  of  the  sacred  wntings.  **  Great  are  the 
mysteries  of  godliness."  And  of  all  the  truths  declared  in  Holy  Writ,  none  are  more 
mysterious  tlun  the  nature,  history,  and  offices  of  Jesus  Christ  The  mind  that  con- 
templates these  truths  as  based  on  mere  human  testimony,  must  range  in  doubt  and 
perplexity,  or  take  refuge  in  infidelity.  But  if  they  are  regarded  as  the  truth  of  Grod, 
the  pride  of  human  reason  is  humbled  before  them.  It  afterwards  exerts  its  powers  to 
understand,  and  to  apply,  but  not  to  overthrow  them.  Faith  may  repose  in  confidence 
upon  them,  and  produce  its  firuits  in  a  holy  life.  To  a  people  like  the  Friends,  who 
pay  so  much  attention  to  the  light  within,  but  who  at  the  same  time,  acknowledge  the 
deceitfulness  of  the  human  h^rt,  and  the  imperfection  of  human  reason ;  when  they 
once  fix  their  belief  on  the  testimonies  of  Scripture,  as  dictated  by  the  spirit  of  truth, 
they  necessarily  become  predooa ;  as  the  landmarks,  setting  bounds  to  principle  and 


88 

to  aetioQ ;  u  the  charts,  by  which  they  may  narigate  the  ocean  of  life  in  safety ;  as  the 
tests,  by  which  they  may  examine  themselves,  their  principles,  and  feelings,  and  learn 
tokat  spirit  they  are  of.  For,  in  the  language  of  Barclay,  **  they  are  certain,  that  what* 
soeyer  any  do,  pretending  to  the  spirit,  which  is  contrary  to  the  Scriptures,  should 
be  accounted  and  reckouM  a  delusion  of  the  deviL**  Hence,  their  fiook  of  Discipline 
earnestly  exhorts  all  parents  and  heads  of  families,  to  cause  the  diligent  reading  of  the 
Scriptures  by  their  children ;  (Disc.  100.)  to  instruct  them  in  the  doctrines  and  precepts 
there  taught,  as  well  as  in  the  belief  of  the  inward  mani^tation  and  operation  of  the 
Holy  Spirit  upon  their  own  minds ;  and  to  prevent  their  children  reading  books  or 
papers  tending  to  create  the  least  doubt  of  the  authenticity  of  the  Holy  Scriptures,  or 
of  those  saving  truths  declared  in  them.  (Disc.  12.)  And  nonce,  by  the  same  discipline, 
ministers  are  liable  to  be  dealt  with,  who  shall  misapply,  or  draw  unsound  inferences 
or  conclusions  from  the  text.  {lb,  62.)  And  a  periodical  inquiry  is  directed  to  be  made 
whether  their  ministers  are  sound  in  wcMrd  and  doctrine.  (lb,  95.) 

I  have  before  said,  that  their  great  repard  for  the  Scriptures,  and  desire  to  comply 
with  them  literally,  is  the  fbundiUion  of  ueir  peculiar  testimonies.  Theee  are  acknow- 
ledged  by  Deoow  and  his  party,  to  be  essential,  and  a  departure  from  them,  a  ground 
of  msownment  (Yd.  1.  Evid.  43,  385.)  Does  not  a  strong  argument  result  from  this, 
that  they  regard  the  Scriptures  as  divine  truth,  and  that  this  belief  is  essential  7  When 
their  writers  would  defend  these  testimonies,  they  do  not  refer  us  to  the  light  within. 
They  do  not  say  that  this  has  taught  them  that  oaths  are  unlawful,  Slc  But  they 
point  to  passaffes  of  Scripture,  as  authority,  and  undoubted  authority,  on  these  subjects. 
Bai  why  are  Uiey  authority  7  Because  they  are  the  truth  of  man  7  No.  Friends  spurn 
at  the  mctation  of  their  equally  fallible  fellow-man.  But  because  they  are  the  truth  of 
God.  Or,  in  the  language  of  Fox,  **  We  call  the  Holy  Scriptures,  as  Christ,  the  apos- 
ties,  and  holy  men  of  God  called  them,  the  words  of  God."  (Vol.  2.  Fox's  Jour.  147. 
ToL  1.  ESvid.  78.)  Can  it  be  that  the  rejection  of,  or  nonconformity  to,  particular 
passages,  is  ground  of  disownment,  and  yet  that  their  members  are  at  liberty  to  reject 
the  whole  7  What  would  this  be  but  to  permit  their  fellow-man  to  select  and  garble 
as  they  please,  and  dictate  what  ehould  be  believed^  and  what  might  be  disbelieved  7 

These  testimonies  regard  the  practieee  of  the  members.  Robert  Barclay  did  not 
consider  deviations  from  them,  as  the  eoLe  cause  of  disownment  He  says,  **  we  being 
gathered  together  into  the  belief  of  certain  principles  and  doctrines;  those  principles 
and  doctrines,  and  the  practices  necessarily  depending  upon  them,  are,  as  it  were,  the 
terme  that  have  drawn  us  together,  and  the  bond  by  which  we  become  centred  into  one 
body  and  fellowship,  and  distinguished  from  others.  Now,  if  any  one,  or  more,  so 
engaged  with  us,  should  arise  to  teach  any  other  doctrine  or  doctrines,  contrary  to  these 
which  were  the  ground  of  our  being  one,  who  can  deny,  but  the  body  hath  power,  in  such 
a  case,  to  declare  this  is  not  according  to  the  truth  which  we  profess ;  and  therefore 
we  pronounce  such  and  such  doctrines  to  be  wrong,  with  which  we  cannot  have  unity, 
nor  yet  any  more  spiritual  fellowship  with  those  Siat  hold  them  7  And  so  cut  them, 
selves  off  from  being  members,  by  dissolving  the  very  bond  by  which  they  were  linked 
to  the  body.***  And  afler  proving  the  soundness  of  these  views  from  Scripture  and 
reason,  he  concludes  as  follows  :  **  So  that  from  all  that  is  above  mentioned,  we  do  safely 
condude,  that  where  a  people  are  gathered  together  into  the  belief  of  the  principles  and 
doctrines  of  the  gospel  of  Christ,  if  any  of  that  people  shall  go  from  those  principles, 
and  assert  things  false  and  contrary  to  what  they  have  already  received ;  such  as  stand 
and  abide  firm  in  the  faith,  have  power  by  the  spirit  of  God,  afier  they  have  used 
Christian  endeavours  to  convince  and  reclaim  them,  upon  their  obstinacy,  to  separate 
such,  and  to  exclude  them  from  their  spiritual  feUovvship  and  communion.  For  other- 
wise, if  these  be  denied,  farewell  to  all  Christianity,  or  to  the  maintaining  of  any  sound 
doctrine  in  the  church  of  Christ.**  And,  surely,  these  remarks  must  he  applicable  to 
doctrines  as  radical  as  those  above  stated. 

In  1722,  the  yearly  meeting  of  Philadelphia  issued  a  testimony,  accompanying  Bar. 
clay's  Catechism  and  Confession  of  Faith,  which  they  styled  **  The  ancient  testimony 
of  the  people  called  Quakers,  revived.**  In  which,  after  a  long  enumeration  of  evil 
practices  which  the  apostle  testified  against,  and  through  which  some  fell  away,  they 
add,  "and  some  othera,  who  were  then  gathered  into  the  belief  of  the  principCea  atui 
dodrinee  of  the  gospel  of  Christ,  fell  from  those  principles^  as  some  have  done  in  our 
day;  in  which  cases,  such  as  stood  firm  in  the  faith,  hjd  power  by  the  spirit  of  God, 
aAer  Quistian  endeavours  to  convince  and  reclaim  these  backsliders,  to  exclude  them 

*  Aaaralij  of  the  Raaten,  pafss  M,  55,  M,  57, 58,  A. 
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from  our  ■piritoAl  ftflowihip  and  eoiniiniiiioii«  and  also  the  priTikra  they  had  aa  ftHoW' 
memben;  whk^  power  we  know  b^  ^nood  ejwerMiiee,  Gontm 

djadpline  oithe  chorch  in  the  apirit  of  meeknew.**  (VoL  3.  firid.  11.)  And  in  answer  to 
wiiat  was  said  in  argument,  as  to  the  extent  of  the  discipline  appearing  in  its  introductorj 
paragrmph,  I  wouki  observe  that  tliis  testimony  was  issued  soon  after  that  introduction 
commences,  by  referring  to  it,  and  may  be  considered  as  in  a  manner  explanatory  of  it. 
Bat  the  discifline  itself  is  not  silent  on  this  subject  Its  object  m  declared  to  be^  **  that 
all  may  be  preserved  in  unity  €f  faith  and  praeHeeJ**  Now,  what  b  unity  of  faith  7  Does 
it  not  require  unity  of  inUrpretalion ;  unity  of  eieios,  of  the  meaning  of  texts  of  Scripture, 
inrolving  important  doctrines  ?  It  does  not  re(^uire  submission  to  the  dictation  of  others. 
But  it  does  require  an  accommodation  of  opinion  to  a  common  standard,  in  ckrder  that 
they  may  be  of  one  fiuth.  This  need  not  extend  to  subordinate  matters ;  but  liberal  as 
the  society  has  always  been  in  this  respect,  it  has  spread  before  its  members  the  Cate- 
chism and  Confessi|^  of  Faith  and  Apotogy  of  Barclay,  as  guides  to  opinion,  and  it 
will  not  suflSer  even  the  Urn  eeeeniidl  doctrines  there  promulgated,  to  be  questioned,  if  it 
be  done  in  a  contentious  or  obstinate  spirit,  without  subjecting  the  ofiender  to  discipline. 
Thb  is  {Mainly  indicated  in  the  tetiunony  above  referred  to^  (Disc  13.)  And  with 
respect  to  the  more  important  doctrines  now  in  dispute,  the  discipline  expressly  says, 
^  Should  any  deny  the  aivinity  of  our  Lord  and  Saviour  Jemto  Ckrigt^  tke  immediaie 
revelation  of  tAe  Holy  Spirily  or  the  atiMenttctty  of  tke  Scrifiuroo  ;  and  it  is  manifest 
they  are  not  one  in  faith  with  tcs,  the  monthly  meeting  where  the  party  bekngs,  having 
extended  due  care  for  the  help  and  benefit  of  the  individual  without  effect*  oufffat  to 
declare  the  same,  and  issue  tlmr  testimony  accordingly."  (Dmc.  23.  vol.  1.  Evid.  385.) 

In  addition  to  all  this,  several  respectable  witnesses  testify  that  the  denial  of 
these  doctrines  has  alwajrs  been  held  to  be  ground  of  disownment,  and  they  adduce 
many  instances  of  actual  disownment  for  these  causes.    (VoL  1.  Evid.  ^60,  99,  106, 

171,  306.) 

Upon  reviewing  the  testimony,  I  am  satisfied  that  the  society  of  Friends  regard 
these  doctrines  as  eooeniial^  and  that  they  have  the  power,  by  their  discipline,  to  diMwn 
those  who  openly  call  them  in  question. 

But  do  the  Arch  street  meeting,  and  its  subordinate  meetings,  ImM  to  these  doctrines  ? 
It  is  so  alleged ;  and  it  is  not  denied.  The  denial,  if  it  be  one  at  all,  is  that  these  are 
established  doctrines  of  the  society  of  Friends.  The  controversies  between  the  parties, 
so  &r  as  thi^were  doctrinal,  show  that  the  party  called  **  Orthodox,"  insisted  on  these 
doctrines.  The  offensive  extracts  of  the  meeting  for  suflferings,  declares  them.  (Vol.  1. 
Evid.  217.  voL  2.  lb.  414.)  And  these  have  bm  published  by  the  yearly  meeting  of 
that  party,  in  1828.  And  there  is  much  testimony  by  witnesses,  that  the  Arch  street 
meeting  adheres  to  them,  (voL  1.  Evid.  60,  99,)  and  none  to  the  contrary. 

So  that  it  appears  to  me,  that  Hendrickson  has  sufficiently  established  that  the  pre- 
parative meetinff  at  CSiesterfield,  which  he  represents,  may,  so  for  as  respects  doctrine, 
justly  claim  tobe  the  society  of  Friends. 

But  it  is  insisted,  that  the  other  party  stands  on  equal  ground  in  this  respect ;  that 
they  are  now,  or  certainly  have  been,  in  unity  with  that  society ;  a  society  in  which  no 
public  declaration  of  fiuth  is  necessary ;  and  that  hence,  independent  of  any  proof  they 
may  have  oflfored,  the^^  are  to  be  presumed  to  be  sound  in  the  fiuth.  And  that  an^ 
inquiry  into  their  doctrines,  further  than  as  they  have  publicly  declared  them,  is  inqutsi- 
tonal,  and  an  invasion  of  thieir  rights  of  conscience. 

If  a  foct  be  necessary  to  be  ascertained  by  this  court,  for  the  purpose  of  settling  a 
question  of  property,  it  is  its  duty  to  ascertain  it.  And  this  must  be  done  by  such 
evidence  as  the  nature  of  the  case  admits  o£* 

I  have  already  stated,  that  the  answer  of  Decow  appeared  to  me  indirectly  to  deny 
that  the  foith  of  FViends  embraces  the  enumerated  doctrines  insisted  on  by  Hendrickson, 
and  to  claim  fieedom  of  opinion  on  those  pointa  I  feel  more  assured  that  this  is  the 
true  meaning  of  the  answer,  firom  the  course  taken  in  the  cross^xamination  of  the 
witnesses,  in  which  an  evident  effort  appears,  to  show  a  want  of  uniformity  among 
ancient  writers  of  the  society,  when  treating  on  these  subjecti;  and  also,  fitim  the  grounds 
taken  by  the  counsel  in  the  argument  of  this  cause.  It  was  here  most  explicitly,  and 
I  may  add,  most  in^^eniously  and  eloquently  insisted,  not  only  that  these  doctrines  do 
not  belong  to  the  foith  of  Friends,  but  that  they  cannot ;  because  they  must  interfere 
with  anoUier  acknowledged  fundamental  principle  of  the  society — the  guidance  of  the 
light  within.    Now  if  it  be  established,  that  these  doctrines  are  part  of  the  religions  fiuth 

•  Meirivals,  411, 413, 417.   3  DesMoisare,  SSJ, 
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of  Fnendf,  can  it  be  neoenarT*  onder  theae  plmdiiigs,  to|)roM  tliat  Deoow^s  party  do 
not  hold  the  fidth  of  FrieDdsf  Deoow  sajra,  **  my  party,  or  preparative  meeting,  hold 
the  fidth  of  Friends,  but  theae  doctrinea  are  no  part  of  tliat  nith;  therefbre  we  do  not, 
as  Friends,  hold  to  theae  doctrines."  Bat  Friends  do  hM  these  declines :  Deoow^s 
party  does  not ;  therefore  they  are  not  one,  with  Friends,  in  religious  doctrine.  And  it 
will  not  materiallv  vary  the  argument,  that  they  are  at  liberty  to  hold  them,  or  not,  as 
the  light  within  shall  direct  it  is  6e2tef  which  gives  character  to  a  sect,  and  riglit  of 
membership  to  an  individual.  Liberty  has  the  same  practical  effect  as  unbelief,  when 
applied  to  an  essential  doctrine  of  a  rdfigions  society.  An  individual  cannot  avail  him. 
aefrof  his  fiiith  in  any  doctrine  which  he  is  at  liberty  to  believe  or  not  Were  it  other- 
wise, we  might  all  be  members  of  any  religious  society  whatever. 

But  as  I  may  have  mistaken  the  meaning  of  Decow's  answer,  which  is  certainly  not 
Tory  explicit  in  this  particular,  I  will  next  turn  to  the  evidence,  and  discover,  if  1  can, 
what  is  the  fair  result  of  the  examination  of  that 

Decow  offers  no  testimony  rejecting  the  belief  of  his  party  in  the  particular  doctrines 
in  question.  His  witnesses  refuse  to  answer  on  these  points,*  and  his  party  protest 
affamst  all  creeds,  or  public  declarations  of  ^th,  as  an  abridgement  of  Christian  liberty. 
Having  no  such  public  declaration  to  resort  to,  we  must  ascertain  the  truth  from  other 
■ooroes,  so  far  as  it  is  necessary  to  be  ascertained. 

Several  public  addresses  were  issued  by  the  party  called  **  Hicksite,*'  about  the  time 
of  the  separation,  setting  forth  their  reasons  for  it  In  that  of  April  twenty.first,  1827, 
it  is  declared  that,  ^the  unity  of  this  body  is  interrupted,  that  a  division  exists  among 
'  us,  developing  in  its  progress,  views  whieh  appear  ineompatible  with  each  other,  and 
feelings  averse  to  a  reconciliation.  Doetrinettneld  by  one  part  of  the  society,  and  which 
we  believe  to  be  sound  and  edifying  are  pronounced  by  the  other  part  to  be  unsound 
and  spurious.*'  A  prominent  complaint,  in  these  papers,  is,  that  Friends  travelling  in 
the  ministry,  had  been  publicly  opposed  m  their  meetings  for  worship,  and  laboured  with 
oontrary  to  the  disciplme.  Upon  looking  into  the  testimony,  we  find  that  the  promi- 
nent  individual  who  furnished  occasion  for  these  complaints,  is  EUias  Hicks ;  and  that  the 
interruptions  and  treatment  of  him,  deemed  exceptionable,  had  their  origin  in  the  doc- 
trines which  he  preached.  (VoL  1.  Evid.  308,  474,  47a)  Can  it  be  denied,  then,  that 
difierences  in  doctrine  existed,  and  differences  o£  that  serious  nature  calculated  to  destroy 
the  unity  of  the  society,  and  which  had  their  full  share  in  producing  the  separation 
which  took  place. 

Decow  has  introduced  several  witnesses,  who  testify,  and  no  doubt  conscientiously, 
that  ther  believe  they  hold  the  ancient  fiUth  of  Friends,  but  they  refuse  to  tell  us  what 
this  fiuth  is,  in  reference  to  these  enumerated  doctrines.  We  cannot  give  much  weight 
to  opinion,  where  we  should  have  facts.  The  belief  should  refer  to  specific  doctrines, 
that  the  court  may  judge  as  well  as  the  witnesses,  whether  it  was  the  ancient  faith  or 
not  The  court,  m  that  case,  would  have  an  opportunity  of  estimating  the  accuracy  of 
the  knowled^  upon  which  the  belief  is  founded. 

How  stands  the  case,  then,  upon  the  prooft  7  A  fund  was  created  for  the  education 
of  the  poor  children  of  a  certain  preparative  meeting  of  the  religious  socieW  of  Friends. 
That  body  has  lately  become  separated.  Its  unity  is  broken ;  the  otetos  of  its  members 
are  ineompatible;  and  doctrines  held  by  one  party  to  be  sound,  are  pronounced  by  the 
tiker  party  to  be  unsound.  And  two  distinct  meetings  exist  at  this  time,  and  each 
claims  the  guardianship  and  use  of  this  fund.  For  the  safety  of  the  debtor,  these  par- 
ties have  b^n  directed  to  interplead,  and  to  show  their  respective  pretensions  to  be  a 
preparative  meeting  of  Friends.  One  of  them  sets  out  certain  doctrines  as  character- 
istic of  the  society,  and  that  they  adhere  to  them,  and  that  the  other  party  does  not 
They  go  on  and  prove  their  case,  so  fiir  as  respects  themselves.  The  other  party  al- 
lege that  they  hold  the  fiuth  of  Friends  7  but  instead  of  proving  it,  they  call  upon  their 
adversaries  to  prove  the  contrary.  In  my  opinion  it  was  incumbent  upon  each  of  the 
parties  to  make  out  their  case,  if  the^y  would  stand  upon  equal  terms,  on  this  question 
of  doctrine.  And  especially  upon  this  preparative  meeting,  connected  as  it  is,  with  a 
yearly  meeting,  which,  in  pcnnt  of  form  at  least,  is  not  the  yearly  meeting  that  was  in 
existence  at  the  creation  of  the  fund ;  and  which  has  furnished  prima  facie  evidence 
that  it  has  withdrawn,  or  separated  from  that  meeting  in  consequence  of  disputes  in 
Mima  measure  doctrinaL  The  court  will  not  force  either  party  in  this  cause  to  declare 
or  prove  their  religious  doctrines.  But  if  doctrines  be  important,  the  party  which 
would  avail  themselves  of  their  doctrines,  must  prove  them.    They  are  peculiarly 

*  1vol.  Evid.  pafss  887,881,408,173.   9  vol.  Ibid,  pages  13, 90. 90S. 
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wakkk  teir  kiMJUiiedg^t  awl  dtinqglfe  Hm^  nuqr  hsfe  the  riglit  to  witUiold  them,  yet* 
if  tky  4q^  tiMj^  eanaot  cxpecl  nM3ceM  IB  &ir  eanse.  The  moMj  must  be  awarded  to 
tht  paitj  vlnck  eiipparti^  bj  proper  proo^  its  preteoaions  to  it 

Ihider  this  view  <^the  caao,  I  deem  it  wmeceaaarf  to  attempt  any  further  inYestiga- 
tkacf  the  doetrmee  of  the  party  called  '"Hickaite."  And,  if  aaoertained,  I  certainlj 
wcwld  not  inquire,  as  an  officer  of  this  court,  whether  they  are  riffht  or  wron^.  It  la 
cBSBfh,  that  UtM  not  made  la  appear  that  they  correspond  with  Uie  religious  fiuth  of 
lb  Society  of  Friends. 

I  would  merdy  add,  that  if  it  be  true,  that  the  ''Orthodox**  party  believe  in  the  doo- 
trioes  above  mentioned,  and  the  **■  Hicksite**  party  consider  that  every  member  has  a 
right  to  his  own  belief  on  those  subjects,  they  well  might  say  that  their  dafierenoev 
were  deatriictive  of  their  unity.  If  their  members  and  ministers  ezcrcise  perfect  free- 
<loin  of  thought  and  speech  on  these  points,  their  temples  for  worship,  and,  it  is  to  be 
feued,  their  own  hearts,  would  soon  be  deserted  by  the  peace-loving  spirit  of  the  Mas- 
ter. There  Js  an  essential  incompatibility  in  adverse  views,  with  regard  to  these  doc- 
trines. The  divinity  of  Christ,  and  the  authenticity  of  the  Scriptures,  cannot  be 
debated  in  a  worshipping  assembly,  without  defeating  the  proper  purposes  of  meeting 
together. 

And  upon  this  supposition,  too,  the  propriety^  as  well  as  legality^  of  this  court's  no- 
ticing the  doctrines  <^  the  preparative  meetincr,  which  is  to  superintend  the  expendi- 
tare  of  this  fimd,  is  too  manifest  to  admit  of  doubt  We  have  already  seen,  by  refer- 
ence to  the  discipline  of  this  society,  with  what  earnestness  they  endeavoured  to  edu- 
cate their  children  in  the'knowledge  and  belief  of  the  Scriptures;  and  whoever  looks 
iato  that  discipline,  cannot  but  disco^r  their  anxiety  to  train  them  up  in  their  own  pe- 
culiar views  of  the  Christian  religion.  To  effect  these  purposes,  their  yearly  meeting 
has  directed  their  attention  to  the  subject  of  tehools.  **  The  education  of  our  youth," 
n^Mhe  discipline,  **  in  piety  and  virtoe,  and  giving  them  useful  learning  under  the 
tmtiaD  of  religious,  prudent  persons,  having  for  many  years  engaged  the  sohd  attention 
of  this  meeting,  axul  advices  thereon  having  been  from  time  to  time  issued  to  the  seve- 
ral subordinate  meetings,  it  is  renewedly  desired,  that  quarterly,  monthly,  and  prepara- 
tife  meetinga  may  be  excited  to  proper  exertions  for  the  institution  and  support  of 
■choob ;  fix-  want  of  which,  it  has  Deenx>bserved,  that  children  have  been  committed  to 
the  care  of  transient  persons  of  doubtful  character,  and  sometimes  of  very  corrupt 
miods."  **  It  is,  therefore,  indispensably  incumbent  on  us,  to  guard  them  ag^ainst  this 
danger,  and  procure  such  tutoi^,  of  our  oum  religious  persuasion^  as  are  not  only  capa- 
ble of  instrucGng  them  in  usefhl  learning,  to  fit  them  for  the  business  of  this  ufe,  but 
to  train  them  in  the  knowledge  of  their  duty  to  God,  and  one  towards  another.  Under 
this  discipline,  and  by  the  exertions  of  superior  meetings,  (vol  2.  Evid.  345,  346,  436, 
437.)  as  wen  as  of  the  members  of  the  Chesterfield  preparative  meeting,  this  school  at 
Crosswicks  was  established,  and  this  fund  raised  for  its  support  It  thus  appears,  that 
the  fund  was  intended  to  promote,  not  merely  the  secular  knowledge  of  the  pupUs,  but 
their  growth  in  the  rdUgions  principles  deemed  fundamental  by  this  people ;  or,  at  least, 
to  prevent,  through  the  instruction  of  teachers  of  other  religious  principles,  or  wholly 
without  principle,  the  alienation  of  the  minds  of  their  children  from  the  faith  of  their 
lathers.  Could  these  meetings,  and  these  contributors,  have  contemplated  that  this 
fimd  should  &I1  into  the  han£  of  men  of  opposite  opinions,  or  of  no  opinions  7  Could 
diese  men,  who  acknowledge  the  obligation  of  this  discipline,  enjoining,  as  it  does, 
opQQ  parents  and  heads  of  nunilies,  **  to  instruct  their  children  in  the  doctrines  and 
precepts  of  the  Christian  religion,  as  contained  in  the  Scriptures,"  and  "  to  prevent  their 
efaikiren  from  having  or  reamng  books  and  papers  tending  to  prejudice  the  profession 
of  the  Christian  religion,  or  to  create  the  least  doubt  concerning  the  authenticity  of  the 
Holy  Scriptures,  OT  of  those  saving  truths  declared  in  them,  lest  their  infant  and  feeble 
mixids  should  be  poisoned  thereby.**  I  say,  is  it  possible  that  such  men  could  have  ex- 
pected that  their  children  should  be  taught  by  Elias  Hicks,  that  the  Scriptures  **  have 
been  the  cause  of  fourfold  more  harm  than  good  to  Christendom  since  the  apostles* 
days.**  And  that  **  to  suppose  a  written  rule  necessary,  or  much  useful,  is  to  impeach 
the  divine  character  ?**  Ohr,  that  they  should  be  taught  by  him,  or  by  any  one  else,  that 
each  individual  must  interpret  them  for  himself,  entirely  untrammelled  by  the  opinions 
of  man ;  and  that  the  dictates  of  the  light  within  are  of  paramount  authority  to  Scrip- 
tore,  even  when  opposing  its  precepts  r  Surely,  this  would  be  a  breach  of  trust,  and  a 
perrersion  of  the  fund  which  the  arm  of  this  court  not  only  has,  but  ought  to  have 
power  to  prevent 
I  would  not  be  onderatood,  to  uopute  the  doctrines  of  Eliaa  Hicka  to\hal  i^axl^  'w\i\^ 

6 


49 

bean  hit  name.  Nor  do  I  mean,  to  intimate  thai  fjkey  would  abnae  thia  trnat,  but  1 
hare  andeavoared  to  ahow  that  doctrines  may  jnatly  have  an  influence  on  the  deciaian 
of  the  question  now  before  us.  And  without  coming  to  any  conclusion  with  respect  tc 
their  doctrines,  I  am  of  opinion,  that  this  fund  should  be  awarded  to  that  meeting 
which  has  shown,  at  least  to  my  satisfaction,  that  they  agree  in  doctrine  with  the  Sa 
dety  of  Friends,  as  it  existed  at  the  origin  of  this  trust 

I  do,  therefore,  respectfiilly  recommend  to  His  Excellency  the  Chancellor,  to  decree 
upon  this  bill  of  interpleader,  that  the  principal  and  interest  due  on  the  said  bond,  of  righ( 
belong,  and  are  payable,  to  the  said  Joseph  Hendrickson ;  and  that  he  be  permitted  to 
proceed  on  his  original  bill  of  complaint,  or  otherwise,  according  to  the  rules  and  prac- 
tice of  the  Court  of  Chancery. 

GEORGE  K.  DRAKE. 
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NEW  JERSEY. 

IN  THE  CX)URT  OF  APPEALS  IN  THE  LAST  RESORT  IN  ALL 

CAUSES  OF  LAW. 


GtMj  Decow,  idio  IB 
impleaded  whfa  Jofleph 
Heodricksoii,  Appmawt. 

▼. 
Tbonuw  L.  ShotweO,  JifefpoMieirt. 


Qd  bUl  of  interpleader. 


Hioiiiaa  L.  ShotweD,  and  1 

Joeeph  Hendrickson.  J 

7b  lie  Chfvemor  and  Legidaiive  Cimneil  cf  the  State  tf  New  Jereey,  in  the  Court  of 

Appeale^  in  the  last  resort  in  aU  causes  cf  law. 

The  petition  and  appeal  of  Stacy  Deoow,  one  of  the  defendanta  in  the  court  below,  in 
the  ibove  entitled  causes,  and  the  appellant  herein,  respectfully  showeth, — 

Tliat  he  doth  hereby  appeal  to  this  Court  of  Appeals,  in  the  last  resort  in  all  causes 
of  hw,  firom  the  interlocutory  decree  made  by  the  Court  of  Chancery  of  the  State  of 
New  Jersey,  on  the  tenth  day  of  July,  in  the  year  of  our  Lord,  one  thousand  eight  hun- 
dred  and  thirty-two,  in  two  certain  causes  therein  depending ;— one  wherein  Joseph 
Hendrickson,  the  above  named  roipondent,  was  complainant,  and  the  said  Hiomas  I*. 
Sbotwell  and  Elizabeth  his  wife,  were  defendants,  on  a  bill  for  the  foreclosure  of  the 
equity  of  redemption  of  and  in  certain  premises  mentioned  in  a  certain  mortgage  in 
the  said  bill  set  forth,  or  for  the  sale  thereof ;— and  the  other  cause,  wherein  tiie  said 
Thomas  L.  Shotwell  was  complainant,  and  the  said  respondent,  Joseph  Hendrickson, 
ud  this  appellant,  were  defendants,  on  bill  of  interpleader,  whereby  it  was  and  is  de- 
dared,  that  it  appearing  that  the  preparative  meeting  at  Crosswicks,  designated  in  the 
pleadings  in  the  said  cauge  as  Orthodox,  and  attadied  to  the  yearly  meeting  held  at 
Arch  street,  in  Philadelphia,  in  the  {headings  and  proofii  mentioned,  is  the  true  prepa- 
rative mei^ting,  and  a  continuance  of  the  preparative  meeting  at  Crosswicks,  at  the  time 
the  said  Joseph  Hendrickson  was  appointed  treasurer  of  the  said  school  fund,  and  at  the 
time  when  the  said  school  fund  was  created,  in  the  said  pleadings  mentioned,  and  that 
the  said  Joseph  Hendrickson  is  the  true  and  lawful  treasurer  of  the  said  school  fund,  to 
hold  the  same  in  tmst  fer  the  said  preparative  meeting,  and  as  such  treasurer  and 
trustee,  o  aforesaid,  is  entitled  in  equity  to  recover  and  receive  the  moneya  mVenite^Vio 
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be  secured  by  the  said  mortgage,  for  the  recovery  of  which  the  otigintl  suit  was  brought 
and  referring  it  to  San(iuel  Ic.  Hamilton,  Esquire,  one  of  the  Mailers  of  the  said  Cour) 
of  Chancery,  to  take  and  state  an  account  of  what  is  due  upon  the  said  mortgage,  fa 
principal  and  interest;  and  also,  from  the  final  decree,  made  by  the  Court  of  Chancery 
on  the  seventeenth  day  of  January,  in  the  year  of  oar  Lord,  one  thousand  eight  hun 
dred  and  thirty-three,  in  the  same  causes ;  whereby  it  was  and  is  declared,  that  the  sail 
respondent  do  recover  of  the  said  Thomas  L.  Shotwell,  the  complainant  in  the  said  bil 
of  interpleader,  the  said  sum  of  two  thousand  six  hundred  and  sixty-seven  dollars  am 
fiffy  cents,  the  mortj?age  debt,  with  interest  thereon,  from  the  twenty-fourth  day  of  Oc 
tober,  in  the  year  of  our  Lord,  one  thousand  eight  hundred  and  thirty-two,  deductin| 
thereout,  the  costs  of  the  said  Thomas  L.  Shotwell,  to  be  taxed,  in  the  interpleading 
suit,  and  that  the  said  Joseph  Hendriokson  have  cxeeution  therefer^^^as  by  the  saic 
interlocutory  and  final  decrees,  to  which  your  petitioner  and  appellant  begs  leave,  foi 
greater  certainty  to  refer,  will  more  fiilly  and  at  large  appear. 

That  your  petitioner  is  advised,  that  the  said  scvend  decrees  are  erroneous,  and  ough 
to  be  reversed,  or  modified.  And  your  petitioner,  according  to  the  rules  and  practio 
of  this  court  sets  forth  the  fbUowing  grounds  of  his  appeal: — 

First,  that  the  said  court,  from 'the  pleadings  and  proofs,  in  the  before  mentioncc 
causes,  and  the  law  of  the  land,  ought  to  have  declared,  that  the  preparative  meeting 
at  Crosswicks,  desi^atcd  in  the  said  pleadings  as  Hicksite,  is  the  true  preparative 
meeting,  and  a  eontmuanea  of  the  preparative  meeting  in  existence  at  Crosswicks,  a 
the  time  when  the  said  school  fund  was  created,  and  at  the  time  when  the  said  respond 
ent,  Joseph  Hendricksca,  was  appointed  treasurer,  and  the  said  bond' and  mortgage  ii 
the  plcadmgs  mentioned  was  made  and  executed,  and  that  this  petitioner  and  appellan 
was,  and  is  the  true  and  lawful  treasurer  of  the  said  school  fund,  to  hold  the  same  ii 
trust  for  the  said  preparative  meetix^,  and  as  such  treasurer  and  trustee,  was  and  i 
entitled  in  equity  to  recover  and  receive  the  moneys  intended  to  be  secured  by  the  sail 
mortgage,  for  the  recovery  of  which,  the  said  orifmal  suit  was  broughL 

Secondly— And  if  the  said  court  ahould  not  have  declared  that  thia  petitioner  am 
appellant  was  entitled  to  recover  and  receive  the  whole  moneys  due  on  uc  said  mort 
gage,  then  that  the  said  court  ought  to  have  declared,  that  in  equity,  this  petitioner  anc 
appellant  was  entitled  to  such  division  or  portion  of  the  said  sum,  ratably  and  equally 
as  the  members  of  the  society  of  Friends  of  the  said  Chesterfield  preparative  meeting 
designated  in  the  said  pleadings  as  Hicksites,  bear  to  the  members  of  the  said  prcpara 
tive  meeting  therein  designated  ae  Orthodox,  or  that  the  said  school  fund  should  b 
equally  divided  between  the  said  two  parties. 

Thirdly — ^That  the  said  original  bill  ought  to  have  been  dismissed. 

Fourthly — ^That  the  said  court  oufht  to  have  awarded  and  decreed  the  whole  of  th* 
mortgage  debt  to  be  doe  and  payaUe  to  your  petitioner,  as  treasurer  and  trustee,  a; 
aforesaid. 

Fifthly — ^That  the  said  several  decrees,  fmd  each  of  them,  is  and  arc  erroneous,  un 
just,  and  inequitable,  upon  the  pleadings  and  proo^  in  the  said  causes,  and  subveraivi 
of  the  legal  and  equitable  rights  <^tbai  portioii  of  the  society  of  Friends,  to  which  thi( 
petitioner  and  appellant  belongs,  and  an  infiringement  of  their  religious  and  constitu 
tional  rights,  and  ought  to  be  reversed  or  modified. 

And  this  petiliQaer  and  appdlant  further  showeth,  that  he  hath  deposited  with  th< 
clerk  of  the  Court  of  Chancery,  the  sum  of  one  hundred  dollars,  to  answer  the  costs  o 
this  appeal,  agreeably  to  the  rules  of  the  court  in  such  case  made  and  provided. 

Whorofiire,  this  appellant  and  petitioiier,  respectfully  prays,  that  copies  of  the  sai< 
several  dectrees,  so  appotled  from,  and  the  several  orders  in  the  said  several  causes,  maj 
be  made  by  the  derk  in  Chancery,  with  ail  convenient  speed,  and  that  he,  the  sai< 
elerk,  may  deliver  the  same,  with  all  the  pleadings,  depositions,  exhibits  and  papers 
whidi  may  have  been  filed  in  his  office,  relating  to  the  nid  several  causes,  to  the  cler) 
of  this  court;  and  that  the  said  re^xmdcnt  may  file  an  answer  to  this  petition  of  ap 
peal,  within  thirty  days  afler  service  of  a  copy  thereof  or  in  defiuilt  thereoti  this  peti 
tioner  and  appellant,  may  enter  a  rule  for  a  hearing,  and  oring  on  the  same  as  pre 
scribed  by  the  rules  of  this  court;  and  that  the  said  several  decrees  may,  by  thii 
honourable  court,  be  reversed  or  modified,  in  the  said  several  partacuUrs  herein  befbn 
specified ;  and  that  such  other  decree  may  be  made  theitsin,  by  this  court,  as  shall  b< 
agreeable  to  equity  and  good  conscience,  and  ||[rant  to  this  petitioner  and  appellant,  sud 
relief  in  the  premises,  as  to  the  court,  in  their  great  wisdom  shall  scorn  meet,  whcrebj 
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tlni  petitioner  and  i^ipeUant  may  be  restored  to  all  things  which  he  hath  unjustly  lost 
in  and  bv  the  said  sereral  decrees. 
And  this  petitioner  and  appellant,  as  in  duty  bound,  shall  ever  pray,  &c 

GARRETT  D.  WALL,       1    t?    r,  *, 
SoUciUn- and  of  Coufud   j    *<»*^«'- 

SAML.  L.  SOUTHARD,    f    .    .     « 
Of  Counsel,  Sfc?  i    ^^PP^ 
The  answer  in  the  usual  form  is  filed. 


IN  THE  CX>URT  OF  APPEALS  IN  THE  LAST  RESORT  IN  ALL  CAUSES 

OF  LAW. 


Between  Joseph  Hendrickson, 
Defendant  in  the  court  below, 
Retpondenty  Sfc, 
and 
^acy  Deoow,  Appellant, 


On  bin  of  interpleader, 
and  Mil  to  foreclose. 


The  answer  of  Joseph  Hendrickson  to  the  pttiUoB  of  appeal  of  Stacy  Deoow, 
ippellant. 

This  reepondent  not  eonftsring  or  acknowledgrinar  all  or  an^  of  the  matters  or  things 
lo  be  true  as  in  and  bj  tbe  said  petition  and  appeafare  mentioned  and  set  forth. 

For  answer  thereto,  nevertheless  he  says  ho  believes  it  to  be  true  that  such  decree  as 
H  complained  of  was  made  by  the  Court  of  Chancery  as  in  the  said  petition  mentioned 
tnd  let  forth,  hut  as  to  the  dates,  substance  and  contents  thereof^  this  respondent  re- 
ipectfiilly  craves  leave  to  refer  thereunto  when  the  same  shall  be  produced,  and  he 
Rspectfolly  conceives  and  is  advised  that  the  said  decree  is  agreeable  to  equity  and 
food  GQOscience,  and  therefore  hopes  that  the  same  shall  be  affirmed,  and  that  the  said 
PctitioD  of  appeal  be  dismissed  this  Honourable  Court  with  costs. 

^  J.  H.  WILLIAMSON, 

SoUcitmr,  and  of  Counsel  with  the  Reepondent. 
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NEW  JERSEY  COURT  OF  APPEALS,  SPECIAL  TERM  OF  JULY,  1833. 

Wednesday,  July  17, 1833, 

At  nine  o*clock,  the  Coort  met :  Present, 

THE  GOVERNOR, 

THE  VICE  PRESIDENT, 

Messrs.  Boaro,  Messrs.  Townsxnd, 
HoLMSs,  Clakx, 

Geeen,  Wood, 

Campion,  Merkle, 

M'DoWltTX,  WlIJJAMSON.* 

Kaighn.* 

'^^^^^^^^"^^r..     \    Appeal  from 
with  Joseph  Hendmkson,  Appellant,     1    chancery  on  biU 

Thomas  L.  Shot^  Respondent,      J    of  iatenJeader. 


Thomas  L.  Shotwell  and  wi&.  Appellants,   3   Appeal  from 

vs.  >  Chancery  on  bOT 

Joseph  Hendrickson,  Respondent         )  to  foreclose,  &c 


Garrett  D.  Wall,  and  Samuel  L.  Southard,  of  counsel  for  appel^ 
lants. 

George  Wood  and  Theodore  Frelinghuysen,  of  counsel  for  re- 
spondents. 

On  motion  of  Garrett  D.  Wall,  this  cause  came  on  to  be  heard. 

The  pleadings  in  the  cause  wete  read,  when  the  Court  adjourned 
till  three  o'clock  in  the  afternoon.     (See  page  43.) 

At  three  o^clock  the  tourt  met,  and  the  reading  of  the  testimony 
was  commenced  and  continued  from  day  to  day  till  Friday  afternoon 
the  26th  of  July,  when  it  was  concluded,  and  the  Court  adjourned 
till  Monday. 

Monday,  July  29,  three  o'clock,  P.  M.  the  court  met,  Mr.  Wall 
commenced  his  opening: 

In  the  history  of  the  jurisprudence  of  this  state,  never  has  a  case 
occurred  so  important  in  its  principles  and  so  momentous  in  its  con- 

*  The  names  of  these  two  genUcmen  appear  upon  the  mmutes,  as  the  Governor  and 
Cooncil  frequently  had  other  business,  at  which  they  attended,  but  nciUicr  of  them 
participated  in  the  deliberation  of  the  court,  during  the  progress,  or  at  the  termination 
of  this  cause. 
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sequences  as  the  one  which  now  demands  the  determination  of  this 
court  A  society  whose  bond  is  unity,  and  who  professing  to  act, 
and  acting  on  the  great  and  peace-giving  precept  of  our  Saviour, 
"  Do  unto  others  as  you  would  wish  others  should  do  unto  you,'' 
after  nearly  two  centuries  of  peace  and  union  among  themselves, 
which  has  testified  to  the  world,  that  they  have  been  favoured  with 
the  presence  of  the  great  Head  of  the  Church  in  their  hearts,  have 
divided  and  separated.     There  was  a  time  in  the  history  of  this 

Eiculiar  people,  when  under  the  guidance  and  influence  of  the  Divine 
ight,  they  merited,  and  received  the  pagan  eulogy  upon  the  pri- 
mitive Christians,"  See  how  these  Quakers  love  one  another."  There 
was  a  time,  when,  true  to  the  monitions  of  their  inward  light,  they 
experienced,  and  flourished  under,  the  operations  of  their  fundamentaJ 
truth,  the  Shibboleth,  as  it  has  been  termed,  of  their  society, — "The 
love  and  power  of  God  operating  on  the  heart,  and  tiience  influencing 
the  judgment,  and  producing  an  unity  of  feeling,  brotherly  sympathy, 
and  condescension  towards  each  other."  That  that  time  has  passed 
away,  the  situation  of  these  parties,  and  the  vast  mass  of  testimony, 
to  which  the  court  has  paid  such  devoted  and  unremitted  attention, 
too  truly  proves.  And  my  clients  are  compelled  to  appear  before 
you  to  defend  their  rights  of  property,  and  what  is  still  more  dear 
and  sacred,  their  religious  rights.  It  is  only  by  the  invasion  or 
destruction  of  the  latter  that  the  former  can  be  reached  or  endan- 
gered. 

In  undertaking  the  task  of  presenting  this  case  for  your  review,  I 
feel  that  I  have  much  need  of  the  indulgent  forbearance  of  the  court 
I  ask  that  indulgence,  as  well  on  account  of  the  magnitude  of  the 
questions  involved,  as  of  the  immense  variety  of  facts  and  documents 
which  it  will  be  my  province  to  examine  and  present  to  thecoui*t,in 
order  to  enable  them  rightly  to  understand  and  decide  upon  its 
merits.  And  during  the  progress  of  my  observations,  I  would  ask 
the  charitable  forbearance  of  the  party  to  which  I  stand  opposed. 
If  in  the  heat  of  argument,  I  should  let  fall  any  expression  capable  of 
being  misunderstood,  I  trust  that  it  will  not  be  intei'preted  as  intended 
to  express  anything  personally  disrespectful  to  those  whose  acts  must 
here  be  subjected  to  examination,  or  to  their  motives  of  action. 

I  enter  upon  this  investigation,  with  no  feelings  but  those  of  the 
most  profound  respect  for  the  general  character  of  the  society  of 
Quakers :  and  entertaining  a  deep  conviction  of  the  multiplied  and 
inestimable  blessing?  which,  under  the  supervision  of  Providence, 
they  have  been  the  means  of  difiusing  through  the  whole  family  of 
mankind.  Whilst,  therefore,  I  endeavour,  in  this  court,  to  vindicate 
the  cause  and  the  conduct  of  my  clients,  let  it  be  distinctly  under- 
stood, that  I  enter  upon  that  office,  disclaiming  any  intention  to  im- 
pugn the  motives,  or  arraign  the  character  or  proceedings  of  their 
adversaries,  save  so  far  as  the  purposes  of  a  fair  and  liberal  scrutiny 
may  demand.  I  shall  sedulously  endeavour  to  avoid  every  imputa- 
tion or  expression  which  may  be  calculated  to  wound  or  vmtoX)^  >2^^ 


feelings  of  others ;  but  it  will  be  my  duty,  and  from  such  an  obliga* 
tion  I  shall  never  shrink,  to  state  and  investigate  the  facts  plainly 
and  unreservedly,  and  to  draw  such  inferences  as  may  appear  fairly 
and  correctly  deducible  from  those  facts,  however  painful  it  may  be 
to  me  to  do  so. 

We  have  appealed  from  the  decision  of  Chief  Justice  Ewin^  and 
Justice  Drake,  (acting  in  the  capacity  of  Masters  in  the  Court  of  Chan- 
cery) declaring  that  the  preparative  meeting  at  Crosswieks  de- 
signated in  the  pleadings  in  this  case  as  Orthodox^  and  attached  to  the 
yearly  meeting  held  at  Arch  street  in  Philadelphia  <<  is  the  true  pre- 
parative meeting,  and  a  continuance  of  the  preparative  meeting  ex- 
isting at  Crosswieks  at  the  time  Joseph  Hendrickson  was  appointed 
treasurer  of  the  said  school  fund,  and  that  the  said  Joseph  Hendrick- 
son was  the  true  and  lawful  treasurer  and  trustee  of  the  said  school 
fund,  and  that  as  such  he  is  entitled  in  equity  to  recover  and  receive 
the  money  intended  to  be  secured  by  the  said  mortgage,  for  the  re- 
covery of  which  that  original  suit  was  brought^' 

I  shall  treat  the  decision  of  those  judges  with  the  most  respectful 
consideration.  To  their  general  learning,  talents,  and  impartiality, 
it  will  afford  me  gratification  on  this,  as  on  every  other  occasion,  to 
record  my  testimony,  and  to  pay  the  tribute  of  my  respect.  But  that 
they  are  £aillible,  that  their  judgments  may  not  be  unerring,  not  only 
the  establishment  of  this  court, but  the  record  of  its  proceedings,  will 
afford  proof  too  palpable  to  be  mistaken.  Happily,  in  courts  of  law, 
a  difference  of  opinion  is  accompanied  neither  with  disgrace  nor  for- 
feiture. I  think,  therefore,  I  ask  nothing  beyond  that  which,  within 
the  limits  of  strict  justice,  I  may  with  propriety  ask,  in  soliciting  you 
to  examine  the  opinions  of  those  learned  jurists,  and  to  test  it  by  the 
facts  as  they  have  appeared  in  the  case,  and  by  the  law,  as  it  shall 
arise  upon  Uiose  facts,  and  then  to  reverse  or  affirm  it  accordingly. 
If,  on  such  an  investigation  it  should  be  found,  that  the  just  determi- 
nation of  this  cause  is  dependent  mainly  upon  the  true  understanding 
of  tine  facts,  and  on  the  application  of  a  few  plain  and  simple  funda- 
mental principles  of  law  which  pervade  the  whole  of  our  civil  insti- 
tutions, and  are  in  this  country  become  legal  as  well  as  political 
axioms,  supported  not  only  by  those  institutions,  but  by  the  dictates 
of  common  sense  and  natural  right,  the  court  will  not  hesitate  to  ex- 
ercise their  own  judgment  on  the  subject,  yielding  to  that  opinion 
fluch  influence  only,  as  may  arise  from  a  conviction  of  its  correctness. 

Miserable  indeed,  would  be  the  condition  of  the  citizen,  if  the  ut- 
most freedom  of  investigation  was  not  allowed  in  the  revision  of 
opinions  pronounced  by  judges  upon  his  rights ;  and  if  the  character 
and  influence  of  the  judges  pronouncing  the  opinions  appealed  from, 
should  be  invoked  to  control  the  free  action  of  the  judgment  and  con- 
sciences of  this  court  Such,  most  fortunately,  is  the  constitution  of 
our  judicial  system,  that  the  opinion  of  every  court  in  the  state  (save 
one)  must  be  subjected  to  the  higher  authority  of  this,  springing  from 
the  unbiassed  suffrages  of  the  people^  holding  its  power  only  for  an 
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lanual  term,  ivhen  it  must  again  be  placed  at  the  disposition  of  the 
people  who  {^ve  it,  to  be  re-dclegated  to  the  same  functionaries,  or 
BQtrusted  to  the  hands  of  others,  as  they  in  their  wisdom  shall  think 
proper.  This  court  is  the  great  Areopagus  of  the  state,  sitting,  not 
merely  in  a  judicial  capacity,  tied  down  by  the  strict  rules  of  the  law, 
hit  as  a  legislative  body,  which  has  full  power  to  act  according  to 
its  own  wisdonn.  It  is  a  court  whose  powers  are  transcendant ; 
it  possesses  the  same  powers,  the  same  jurisdiction,  and  is  governed 
by  the  same  principles,  as  the  House  of  Lords,  in  England.  As  to 
the  extent  of  that  power,  I  would  refer  to  4th  Ecclesiastical  Reports^ 
p.  355,  and  1st  Haggard's  Consistorial  Reports,  p.  130.  In  the  case 
tilMdy  Ferrers  v.  Lord  Ferrers^  that  great  and  enlightened  jurist, 
Sir  Wm.  Scott,  (now  Lord  Stowell,)  says,  ^<  It  is  not  my  business  to 
advert  to  what  would  be  the  conduct  of  the  House  of  Lords,  or  of  a 
court  of  common  law.  The  House  of  Lords,  do  not  sit  merely  in  a 
judicial  capacity,  tied  down  by  certain  rules,  but  as  a  legislative  body, 
wjiich  has  full  power  to  act  according  to  its  own  wisdom ;  so  that 
their  proceedings  are  not  to  be  considered  as  mere  forensic  acts,  but 
IS  acts  of  the  legislature." 

This  is  the  great  principle  which  limits  and  explains  the  jurisdio- 
tion  of  the  House  of  Lords  in  lEIngland,  in  analogy  to  whose  powers 
those  of  this  honourable  court  have  always  been  held. 

There  is  one  other  preliminary  observation  which  it  is  my  duty  to 
submit.  We  have  witnessed  a  procedure  in  the  progress  of  this  case, 
which,  in  my  knowledge  at  least,  has  never  been  experienced  before 
in  this  state,  and  which,  I  hope,  will  never  be  permitted  to  grow  intp 
a  precedent  While  this  cause  was  pending,  aAcr  this  appeal  was 
taken,  and  when  it  was  known  that  it  was  to  come  in  review  before 
this  court,  we  have  seen  a  report  of  the  opinion  of  the  court  appealed 
from,  and  which  we  complained  was  erroneous,  together  wiUi  the 
arguments  of  the  counsel  who  sustained  it,  published  to  the  world, 
under  the  captivating  title  of"  The  Society  of  Friends  Vjiqdicated,*' 
and  widely  circulated  in  and  out  of  the  state.  I  will  not  say«  that  this 
was  done  with  the  funds,  nor  with  the  procurement  of  our  adversaries; 
and  I  most  certainly  do  not  intend  to  charge  it  upon  the  <<  society  of 
Fricnd.s,"  but  I  allude  to  it  merely  with  a  view  to  condemn  the  act,  and 
to  enter  my  protest  against  it.  It  is  the  first  instance  wherein  such 
an  unjustifiable  procedure  has  been  attempted,  and  I  trust  it  will  b^ 
the  last  Its  certain  and  inevitable  efiects,  no  man  can  misapprehend. 
The  sure  result  of  such  a  course  is,  to  present  a  partial  and  unfair 
statement  of  the  case,  and  thereby  to  create  prejudices  against  us, 
which  it  may  be  a  matter  of  serious  difficulty  to  overcome.  The 
iacts  and  the  law  of  the  case,  and  the  arguments  and  positions  of  the 
counsel  of  my  clients,  are  seen  only  through  the  misty  or  distorted 
medium  of  anticipation  or  refutation  of  the  counsel  of  our  adversaries 
—whilst  everything  which  was  calculated  to  influence  or  enlist  sec- 
tarian prejudice  or  feelings,  or  to  varnish  over  the  conduct  of  our 
Alversari^  has  been  presented  with  all  the  light  and  shade  of  ing^ 
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nuity  and  eloquence.  Even  the  pleadings  in  the  cause,  so  essential 
to  the  formation  of  a  correct  opinion,  have  been  entirely  omitted.  I 
advert  to  this  singular  feature  in  the  case,  not  in  a  spirit  of  bitterness, 
not  for  the  purposes  of  crimination,  but  merely  to  beseech  the  court 
to  protect  us  from  the  evil  influences  of  such  publications ;  and  not  to 

r)rmit  them  to  affect  the  fair  and  righteous  investigation  of  our  cause, 
trust  I  shall  be  able  well  to  satisfy  this  honourable  court,  that  the 
case  which  has  been  put  forth  in  that  publication,  is  not  the  one 
which  was  in  truth  and  reality  submitted ;  and  that  the  case  as  here 
presented,  carries  with  it  a  very  different  aspect  from  that  which  it 
Dears  in  the  book  I  allude  to. 

This  is  a  dispute  among  the  religious  society  of  Friends^  much  to 
be  lamented  by  all  well-disposed  and  thinking  persons*  A  society 
hitherto  distinguished  for  their  avoidance  of  litigation,  and  which,  for 
nearly  two  centuries^  has  been  silently  wearing  away  the  founda- 
tions of  contention  ;  a  society  which  has,  in  an  eminent  degree,  in- 
fused its  spirit  into  our  civil  institutions,  and  impressed  its  simplicity 
upon  our  forms  of  government.  This  suit  exhibits,  in  strong  and 
indelible  characters,  the  deep  and  intimate  knowledge  of  William 
Penn,  of  the  origin  of  government,  and  the  inherent  causes  of  its  per- 
version or  dissolution.  In  Proud's  History  of  Pennsylvania,  p. 
197-8,  William  Penn  thus  writes  : — **1  do  not  find  a  model  in  the 
world,  that  time,  place,  and  some  singular  emergencies,  have  not 
necessarily  altered ;  nor  is  it  easy  to  frame  a  civil  government  that 
shall  serve  all  places  alike.''  <<  Any  government  is  free  to  the  peo- 
p\e  under  It,  (whatever  be  the  frame,)  where  the  laws  rule,  and  the 
people  are  a  party  to  those  laws — and  more  than  that,  is  tyranny, 
diarchy,  or  confusion.''  <«  There  is  hardly  one  frame  of  govern- 
ment in  the  world,  so  ill  designed  by  its  first  founders,  that  in  good 
hands,  it  would  not  do  well  enough;  and  history  tells  us,  the  best,  in 
ill  ones,  can  do  nothing  that  is  great  and  good.  Witness  the  Jewish 
and  Roman  states.  Governments,  like  clocks,  go  from  the  motion 
men  give  them;  and  as  governments  are  made  and  moved  by  men, 
so  by  them  are  they  ruined  too.  Wherefore,  governments  rather 
depend  upon  men,  than  men  upon  governments.  Let  men  be  good, 
and  the  government  cannot  be  bad — if  it  be  ill,  they  will  cure  it 
But  if  men  be  bad,  let  government  be  never  so  good,  they  will  endea- 
vour to  warp  and  spoil  it  to  their  turn."  "  That,  therefore,  which 
makes  a  good  government,  must  keep  it,  to  wit,'^men  of  wisdom 
and  virtue ;  qualities  which,  because  they  descend  not  with  worldly 
inheritances,  must  be  carefully  propagated  by  a  virtuous  education 
of  youth,  for  which  after  ages  will  owe  more  to  the  care  and  pru- 
dence of  founders,  and  the  successive  magistracy,  than  to  their 
parents  for  their  private  patrimonies." 

Wise  and  good  as  the  institutions  and  discipline  of  this  society  are, 
and  modelled  to  preserve  peace  among  brethren,  and  repress,  if  not 
eradicate,  the  spirit  of  contention  and  litigation,  still  they  depend  upon 
the  virtue,  wisdom,  and  intelligence  of  the  members  of  the  society,  to 


Te  to  them  the  peaceful  and  harmonious  movement  contemplated 
f  itB  founders* 

But,  however  wide-spread  and  desolating  may  be  the  eruptions  of 
us  dispute,  however  terrific  may  be  the  outpourings  of  its  flames, 
id  however  fearful  its  effects  may  be  to  the  present  members  of  this 
idety,  they  may  find  a  blessed  consolation  in  the  thought,  that  in 
[eaven^s  own  good  season  they  may  look  forward  to  a  time,  when 
BStrength  will  be  conquered,  and  its  fires,  like  those  of  an  exhausted 
olcano,  will  be  quenched ;  and  when  on  the  lava,  the  ashes,  and  squalid 
eanvd  of  its  eruption,  will  spring  up  in  verdure  and  in  beauty,  the 
eaceful  olive,  the  cheering  vine,  and  the  life-sustaining  corn.  Such 
Ave  been  the  effects  of  similar  convulsions  in  civil  and  religious 
oeieties  in  ancient  times,  and  such  will  surely  be  the  results  in  the 
iresent  instance :  the  contest  cannot  exist  for  ever.  And  it  is  now 
be  province  of  this  court  to  bring  it  to  a  termination,  so  far  at  least, 
s  concerns  the  subject  matter  of  this  suit 

This  case  was  originally  commenced  in  the  High  Court  of  Chancery 
f  New  Jersey,  by  Joseph  Hendrickson,  against  Thomas  L.  Shotwell, 
Ad  Elizabeth,  his  wife.  Its  object  was,  to  recover  a  sum  due  on  a  cer- 
ain  bond  and  mortgage,  bearing  date  the  4th  of  April,  1821,  for  the 
layment  of  two  thousand  dollars  in  one  year  with  interest,  given  by 
ibotwell  <<  to  Hendrickson  of  treasurer  qf  the  school  fund  ai 
Troiiwicka  tneeting.^^  It  will  be  proper  for  us  to  pause  a  moment, 
Jid  ascertain  the  origin,  nature,  and  objects  of  this  school  fund.  Here 
heo,  in  the  outset,  both  the  parties  agree ;  there  is  no  dispute.  This 
imd  was  created  by  voluntary  contributions  of  the  members  of  that 
Meting,  and  of  such  other  persons  as  thought  proper  to  add  their 
nevolence  for  its  enlargement  I  shall  not  waste  the  time  of  the 
iourt  by  reading  the  documents  on  the  subject.  The  facts  are  dis- 
iBCtly  stated  in  the  bill  of  interpleader ;  and  I  mention  them  now 
nly  for  the  purposes  of  reference.  In  the  first  volume  of  the  Evi- 
lence,  pages  11  and  12,  the  court  will  find  the  history  of  this  fund 
Iclerminra  with  very  great  clearness.  <<  That  in  the  year  1792,  cer* 
lin  persons,  styling  themselves  members  of  the  preparative  meeting 
t  the  people  called  Quakers,  at  Crosswicks,  ia  the  county  of  Bur- 
iogton,  and  State  of  New  Jersey,  promised  to  pay  on  demand,  and 
oqiecie,  at  the  rate  that  it  then  passed,  unto  Samuel  Middleton,/A«n 
mourer  of  the  school  at  Crosswicks  aforesaid,  begun  and  setup  by, 
Dd  under  the  care  of  the  preparative  meeting  of  Friends  at  Crosswicks 
ifiaresaid,  on  the  27th  day  of  twelfth  month  aforesaid,  or  to  his  sue* 
Mwr  or  successors  in  office,  the  sums  of  money  by  them  severally 
fritten  against  their  names,  with  interest  therefor,  at  the  rate  of  five 
ler  cent,  the  principal  whereof  so  subscribed,  to  be  and  remain  a 
permanent  fund,  under  the  direction  of  the  trustees  of  the  said  school, 
hen  or  thereafter  to  be  chosen  by  the  said  preparative  meetings  and 
ly  them  laid  out  or  lent  on  interest,  in  such  manner  as  they  shall 
odge  will  best  secure  an  interest  or  annuity,  to  be  applied  to  the 
ducation  q/feuch  children,  as  then  did  or  should  thertofUr  belong 
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to  the  same  preparative  meetings  whose  parents  are  not  of  suffi- 
cient ability  to  pay  for  their  education.  And  in  case  the  whole, 
or  any  part  thereof,  should  not  be  wanted  for  such  purposes,  Uie  said 
interest  or  income,  or  such  part  thereof  as  should  not  be  so  wanted, 
to  he  applied  to  such  other  uses  of  the  said  school  or  schools y  then 
or  thereafter  to  be  erected  by  the  said  meeting ,  as  the  said  trustees^ 
then  or  thereafter  to  be  appoint  edj  or  a  majority,  to  consist  of  not 
less  than  five  ofthtm,  shall  think  will  best  answer  the  desigfis  of 
the  institution.^^  "  That  under  said  subscription  there  was  raised 
in  1792,  the  sum  of  i^306  5s.  lOd.  and  under  a  subscription  of  the 
Hke  import,  and  for  the  like  purpose,  in  the  year  1795,  there  was 
'raised  the  further  sum  of  £219  2s.  6d.  which,  together  with  the  sum 
of  je54  18*.  4id.  contributed  by  the  preparative  meeting  of  Chester- 
field, (being  the  quota  of  the  quarterly  meeting  stock)  amounted  to 
^6580  6s.  8id.'' 

Hence  it  appears,  that  the  fund  was  contributed  by  two  subscript 
tions,  wholly  by  the  members  of  the  preparative  meeting.  There 
was  also  a  sum  of  £54  I8s.  4id.  being  the  quota  of  the  quarterly 
meeting  stock,  allowed  to  the  Chesterfield  preparative  meeting.  It 
was  the  property  of  that  meeting^  and  they  appropriated  it  to  the  pur- 
pose of  increasing  that  fund,  which  they  had  a  right  to  do.  It  was 
therefore,  amalgamated  with  and  became  part  of  it,  and  all  beyond 
this  was  the  contribution  of  the  members  of  that  preparative  meet-" 
ing.  At  that  time,  the  pi^parative  meeting  consisted  of  a  number  of 
individuals,  some  of  whom  have  since  joined  other  preparative  meet- 
ings ;  and  so  scrupulously  regardful  were  they  of  the  rights  of  those 
members,  that  when  they  ceased  to  belong  to  the  meeting,  the  sums 
which  they  had  contributed  were  returned.  On  reference  to  the 
documents,  it  will  be  seen  that  a  considerable  sum  was  given  to  sub- 
scribers who  had  ceased  to  belong  to  this  preparative  meeting;^  so 
that  when  they  separated,  the  sum  which  remained  was  the  exclu- 
sive property  of  the  preparative  meeting  of  Crosswicks.  It  also  ap- 
pears, that  at  the  period  of  the  commencement  of  this  unfortunate 
controversy,  the  fund  had  increased  to  a  sum  exceeding  four  thousand 
dollars.  The  loan  now  in  controversy  is  only  a  part  of  the  fund 
belonging  to  that  preparative  meeting. 

I  beg  to  remind  the  court  of  a  few  facts  which  have  an  important 
bearing  on  this  subject.  In  the  first  place^  the  court  will  perceive 
that  this  fund  was  designed  for  the  purposes  of  education;  that  it 
was  heal  J  being  confined  to  those  children  which  then  did  or  there- 
after should  belong  to  the  Chesterfield  preparative  meetingj  at 
Crosswicks,  So  far,*  therefore,  it  was  local,  no  others  being  recog- 
nized as  having  any  interest  in  the  trust  fund.  But  there  was  a 
restriction  beyond  this:  it  was  not  to  all  the  children  of  parents 
belonging  to  that  meeting,  that  the  benefits  of  this  fund  were  to  be 
extended,  but  to  those  only  whose  parents  were  *^not  of  sufficient 

•  See  prepanttive  meeting  minutesi  exhibit  F.  2, 2mo.  1^1»  &c. 


83 

ability, to  pay  for  iheiT  education,^'  In  the  next  place;  the  court 
will  observe  that  when  the  fund  was  raised,  it  was  not  for  the  purpose 
of  creating  an  entire  neio  school^  for  the  school  was  then  in  const' 
ence.  Again,  I  beg  the  court  to  recollect,  that  the  fund  Was  under 
the  charge  of  trustees  to  be  appointed  by  the  preparative  meeting 
ofFriendSy  at  Crossuncks.  They  were  not  to  be  appointed  by  the 
Chesterfield  monthly  meeting,  nor  by  Burlington  quarterly  meeting, 
nor  by  the  yearly  meeting  of  Philadelphia,  but  by  the  preparative 
jMeting  of  Friends  J  at  Crosstoicks.  The  pleadings  admit  it;  the  pre- 
paratiye  meeting  named  therein,  is  the  same  preparative  meeting 
which  did  exist  at  Crosswicks,  at  the  creation  of  the  fund.  Lastly, 
when  the  **  whole  or  any  part  of  the  said  fund  should  not  be  so 
wanted,^^  and  the  said  trustees  thereby  become  entitled  to  the  appli- 
cation of  the  fund,  it  is  referred  to  a  <<  majority  of  them,  to  consist 
of  not  less  than  five;"  thereby  in  the  very  inception  of  the  fund,  re- 
cognizing the  principle,  that  in  case  the  trustees  should  not  be  unani* 
mous  on  the  subject  of  its  application,  it  should  be  determined  on  the 
principle  of  majority. 

It  appears  from  the  evidence  in  the  cause,  that  (see  testimony  of 
Samuel  Crafl,  Josiah  Gaskill,  and  James  Brown)  the  school  has  ever 
since  been  Continued,  and  was  for  a  short  time  beffte  the  institution 
of  this  suit,  and  ever  since  has  been  conducted  under  the  direction  of 
the  trustees  of  the  same  school,  appointed  by  the  Chesterfield  prepa- 
rative meeting  at  Crosswicks,  or  as  they  are  called  in  the  pleaidings, 
Hicksites. 

It  appears  by  the  minutes  of  the  first  month  of  the  year  1830,*  that 
this  fund  amounted  to  the  sQm  of  four  thousand  and  ninety-nine  dol- 
lars sixteen  and  a  half  cents.  I  also  refer  to  the  testimony  of  Samuel 
Craft,  Josiah  Gaskill,  and  James  Brown  to  prove  the  fact,  which  is 
not  pretended  to  be  denied,  that  the  school  was  maintained  in  the 
customary  manner,  and  according  to  the  rules  prescribed  and  laid 
down  in  conformity  to  the  terms  of  the  subscription.  What,  then, 
is  the  nature  of  the  present  suit?  It  is  not  brought  on  any  allegation 
of  abuse  of  trust j  nor  on  any  pretence  that  the  trust  has  been  mis- 
applied. No  charge  of  such  a  character  is  made.  Its  object  is  to 
obtaiii  possession  of  the  fund,  in  order  to  place  it  in  the  charge  of 
trustees,  not  of  the  school  set  Op  at  the  time,  but  of  trustees  who  have 
00  school,  and  who  will  have  to  erect  one;  the  school  was  in  exist- 
ence when  the  fund  was  contributed,  it  has  been  in  existence  ever 
since,  and  it  now  continues  to  be  attached  to  the  preparative  meeting 
to  which  it  originally  belonged.  If,  therefore,  you  take  the  fund 
from  these  trustees,  you  take  it  from  the  Ctiesterfield  preparative 
meeting  of  Friends  at  Crosswicks,  by  whom  it  was  created,  and  to 
whom  it  originally  and  rightfully  belonged. 

Inasmuch^  therefore,  as  the  school,  for  the  support  of  which  this 
fund  was  designed^  is  now  in  the  charge  of  those  whom  Decow  repre- 

•  Exhibit,  F.  2. 
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sents,  it  becomes  important  to  inquire  on  what  ground  the  complain- 
ant below  seeks  to  produce  a  change  of  this  fund.  It  is  not,  as  I 
have  already  observed^  on  the  ground  of  the  faithlessness  qf  the 
trustees^  nor  is  it  on  the  ground  that  Hendrickson  represents  the 
majority  of  those  constituting  the  preparative  meeting,  for  the  evi- 
dence, vol.  ii.  p.  469,  471,  proves  that  the  Orthodox  are  a  small 
minority.  It  shows  that  there  are  forty-two  men  Friends,  sixty-one 
women  Friends,  and  fifty-nine  children,  making  a  total  of  one  hun- 
dred and  sixty -two  who  unite  with  Decow  in  defending  this  suit. 

By  referring  to  the  same  evidence  it  will  be  found  that  on  the  part 
of  the  Orthodox  Friends,  there  were  in  the  meeting  forty-six  men 
and  women,  and  twenty-seven  children,  making  a  total  of  seventy- 
three.  By  another  estimate  there  were  only  fifty-two.  So  that  in 
this  preparative  meeting  there  were  on  the  part  of  the  Orthodox 
Friends  a  total  of  only  seventy-three,  whilst  on  the  part  of  those  who 
are  designated  HicksiteSy  there  were  one  hundred  and  sixty-two. 

The  object  of  the  suit  is  not  to  place  the  fund  within  the  control 
of  the  original  contributors;  for  I  think  the  Coui^t  will  find  it  stated 
in  2d  vol.  of  Ev.  p.  470,  that  at  the  time  this  separation  took  place, 
there  were  only  eight  of  the  original  contributors  living;  seven  of 
whom  were  united  with  Friends,  as  were  also  forty-eight  children 
of  the  original  contributors.  While  united  to  the  Orthodox  Friends, 
there  was  only  one  original  contributor,  and  twenty-eight  children 
of  original  contributors,  who  continued  to  be  members  of  the  prepa- 
rative meeting.  The  suit  then  is  not  brought  for  any  of  these  pur- 
poses. It  is  brought  to  obtain  possession  of  the  fund ;  nor  is  this 
indeed  the  only  object  Had  it  been  so,  those  whom  I  represent 
would  not  have  come  into  this  court.  There  are  other  and  more 
dangerous  and  alarming  objects  in  view.  We  have  been  dragged 
hither,  and  in  a  manner,  I  must  confess,  somewhat  novel,  by  those 
who  style  themselves  Friends.  We  sought  not  the  contest;  and  we 
now  seek  to  vindicate  our  religious  character,  and  preserve  inviolate 
our  religious  and  civil  rights. 

The  Court  will  recollect  that  the  part  of  the  fund  in  question, 
namely,  the  sum  of  two  thousand  dollars,  at  the  time  of  the  separa- 
tion, was  outstanding  on  bond  and  mortgage,  which  had  been  given 
to  Joseph  Hendrickson,  as  the  then  treasurer  of  the  school  fund.  He 
had  a  legal  right  to  enforce  payment  of  the  bond,  or  to  avail  himself 
of  the  nM>rteage,  if  it  should  become  necessary  to  resort  to  its  security. 
And  this,  if  it  was  requisite  to  adopt  any  coercive  measures,  would 
have  been  the  simplest  mode  for  the  society  to  have  carried  the  objects 
of  the  fund  into  effect  It  does  not  appear  that  the  fund  was  insecurely 
vested,  or  that  any  exigency  demanded  that  it  should  be  called  in. 
But  the  fact  that  this  sum  of  money  was  outstanding  on  bond  and 
mortgage,  though  it  was  ail-sufficiently  secured  at  the  period  of  the 
division,  is  laid  hold  of  as  the  most  favourable  medium  by  which 
this  contest  might  be  brought  into*a  court  of  law,  and  there  receive  a 
judicial  determination.    Hence  the  complainant  does  not  content 
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binmlf  merely  with  filing  his  bill  to  foreclose  the  equity  of  redemfv 
Ikm,  or  to  make  sale  of  the  mortgaged  premises,  but  he  resorts  to  it 
as  a  means  to  provoke  litigation  and  engender  contest.  Had  it  been 
simply  such  a  bill,  my  clients  might  have  elected  whether  they  would 
enter  on  the  present  controversy  or  not  But  as  it  was,  my  clients 
had  no  such  alternative ;  every  loophole  to  escape  was  closed  upon 
them ;  they  were  left  without  a  choice,  and  were  compelled,  reluc- 
tantly and  unwillingly,  to  follow  their  adversaries — alas,  no  longer 
brethren ! — here. 

The  Friends,  as  whose  advocate  I  appear,  are  charged  with  being 
separated  from  the  society  of  Friends;  with  being  disorganizers  in 
discipline,  and  schismatics  in  faith,  and  with  having  forfeited  all  right . 
to  the  trust  fund  in  question,  by  departure  from  the  faith  and  dis- 
ctpUne  of  their  forefathers.  In  the  original  bill,  page  9,  it  is  ex- 
pressly charged,  '<that  the  Hicksite  party  aforesaid  have  seceded,  not 
only  from  the  faith,  but  from  the  religious  institutions  and  govern- 
ment of  the  society  of  Friends.'' 

The-Friends,  then,  could  not  fly  from  this  investigation ;  they  were 
bonnd  and  chained  to  the  stake;  and  the  only  ground  on  which 
the  Orthodox  now  seek  the  disfranchisement  of  their  civil  and  reli- 
cioos  rights,  is  for  an  alleged  difference  in  opinion  in  relation  to  the 
fandamental  principles  and  discipline  of  the  society.  For  this  they 
are  to  be  excommunicated  and  bereft  of  their  dearest  rights  and  pri- 
vileges; for  this,  by  one  fell  swoop,  they,  and  all  who  had  been  as- 
sociated in  communion  with  them,  their  children  and  their  children's 
children,  are  to  be  thrust  from  the  society,  and  excluded  from  any 
participation  in  the  benefits  of  this  fund.  Hence  it  is,  the  Friends, 
who  are  represented  by  Decow,  have  found  it  necessary  in  justice  to 
themselves,  to  their  own  rights,  and  to  the  rights  and  protection  of 
those  innocent  orphans  for  whose  benefit  this  fund  was  designed,  to 
assert  their  claim  before  this,  the  highest  and  most  solemn  tribunal 
of  our  state. 

In  consequence  of  this  position  they  filed  their  bill  of  interpleader. 
But  they  did  not  adopt  this  course  till  every  effort  at  reconciliation 
with  their  adversaries  had  proved  abortive.  They  offered  to  divide 
the  fund  or  stock  equally,  or  pro  rata,  with  the  other  party ;  but  the 
proffered  olive  branch  was  rejected.  The  only  answer  they  received 
was,  **  all  or  none."  They  were  therefore  summoned  hither  to  defend 
their  rights  by  all  the  most  generous,  the  best,  and  the  noblest  feelings 
of  our  nature,  warranted  and  sanctioned  by  the  purest  dictates  of  our 
holy  religion.  Under  the  influence  of  these  feelings,  and  guided  alone 
by  these  all-impelling  motives,  they  became  parties  to  this  suit.  Thus 
attacked,  as  they  were,  by  the  charges  contained  in  the  original  bill, 
they  gave  notice  to  Shotwell  not  to  pay  over  the  money.  Therefore 
Shotwell,  for  his  protection  and  indemnity,  was  compelled  io  file 
a  bill  of  interpleader  against  Hcndrickson  and  Decow,  who  claimed 
the  money,  and  which  bill  of  interpleader,  by  a  decree  of  the  court 
made  in  the  term  of  January,  1832,  and  not  appealed  (torn,  vi^^  d^^- 
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dared  to  be  correctly  filed;  and  the  said  parties  to  interplead  touching 
the  matters  set  forth  and  contained  in  the  bill  of  interpleader,  and 
original  bill  to  foreclose.  To  this-bill  of  interpleader,  Hendrickson 
first  filed  his  answer;  and  I  deem  it  necessary  to  call  the  attention  of 
the  court  to  the  substantial  part<i  of  it,  as  regards  the  question  of  the 
doctrines  of  the  society  from  which  we  are  alleged  to  have  seceded, 
in  order  that  we  may  understand  precisely  the  points  on  which  the 
Orthodox  party  lay  claim  to  the  whole  fund.  In  vol.  i.  p.  28,  it  is 
thus  stated:  <<  That  the  society  of  Friends,  as  a  Christian  sect,  hold 
doctrines,  in  reference  to  Christianity,  which,  like  those  of  other 
sects,  are  in  some  measure  common  to  all  Christians,  and  in  other 
respects  peculiar  to  themselves.  In  what  among  Protestants  are 
commonly  deemed  the  great  essentials  of  Christianity,  the  religious 
sentiments  of  the  society  of  Friends  are  in  accordance  with  the  doc^ 
trines  commonly  entertained  by  the  other  Protestant  sects  of  Chris- 
tians, who  arose  after  the  dawn  of  the  great  Protestant  reformation  in 
Europe.  That  some  of  these  doctrines  still  are,  and  always  have  been, 
by  the  said  religious  society  of  Friends,  considered  fundamental.'' 
In  page  30,  Hendrickson  saith,  <^  That  the  (bllowing  religious  doc- 
trines have  always  been  held  and  maintained  by  the  society  of  Friends, 
or  people  called  Quakers.  In  the  first  place,  although  the  society  of 
Friends  have  seldom  made  use  of  the  word  trinity,  yet  they  believe 
in  the  existence  of  the  Father,  the  Son  or  Word,  and  the  Holy  Spirit; 
that  the  Son  was  God,  and  became  flesh ;  that  there  is  one  God  and 
Father,  of  whom  are  all  things;  that  there  is  one  Lord  Jesus  Christ, 
by  whom  all  things  were  made,  who  was  glorified  with  the  Father 
before  the  world  began,  who  is  God  over  all,  blessed  for  ever;  that 
there  is  one  Holy  Spirit,  the  promise  of  the  Father  and  the  Son,  the 
leader,  sanctifier,  and  comforter  of  his  people;  and  that  these  three 
are  one,  the  Father,  the  Word,  and  the  Spirit  That  the  principal 
difierence  between  the  people  called  Quakers  and  other  Protestant 
trinitarian  sects,  in  regard  to  the  doctrine  of  the  trinity,  is,  that  the 
latter  attach  the  idea  of  individual  personage  to  the  three,  as  what 
they  consider  a  fair  logical  inference  from  the  doctrines  expressly 
laid  down  in  the  Holy  Scriptures.  The  people  called  Quakers,  on 
the  other  hand,  considering  it.  a  mystery  beyond  finite  human  con- 
ception, take  up  the  doctrine  as  expressly  laid  down  in  the  Scripture, 
aad  have  not  considered  themselves  as  warranted  in  making  deduc- 
tions, however  specious.  In  the  second  place,  the  people  called 
Quakers  have  always  believed  in  the  doctrine  of  the  atonement;  that 
the  divine  and  human  nature  of  our  Saviour  were  united,  and  thus 
united  he  sufiered;  and  that  through  his  sufierings,  death,  and  resui"- 
rection,  he  atoned  for  the  sins  of  men;  that  the  Son  of  God,  in  the 
fulness  of  time,  took  flesii,  became  perfect  man  according  to  the  flesh, 
descended  and  camo  of  the  seed  of  Abraham  and  David;  that  being 
with  God  from  all  eternity,  being  himself  God,  and  also  in  time 
partaking  of  the  nature  of  man,  through  him  is  tlie  goodness  and  love 
of  God  conveyed  to  mankind;  and  that  by  him  again,  man  receivetb 
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and  partaketh  of  these  mercies;  that  Christ  took  upon  him  the  seed 
of  Abraham,  and  his  holy  body  and  blood  were  an  ofiering  and  sacri- 
fice for  the  sins  of  the  whole  world.     In  the  third  place,  the  people 
called  Quakers  believe  that  the  Scriptures  are  given  by  inspiration, 
and  when  rightly  interpreted  are  unerring  guides,  and  to  use  the  lan- 
guage adopted  by  them,  they  are  able  to  make  wise  unto  salvation, 
through  faith  which  is  in  Jesus  Christ     They  believe  that  the  spirit 
still  operates  upon  the  souls  of  men,  and  when  it  does  really  and  truly 
80  operate,  it  furnishes  the  primary  rule  of  faith;  that  the  Scriptures 
proceeding  from  it  must  be  secondary,  in  reference  to  this  primary 
source  whence  they  proceed,  and  inasmuch  as  the  dictates  of  the 
spirit  are  always  true  and  uniform,  all  ideas  and  views  which  any 
person  may  entertain  repugnant  to  the  doctrines  of  the  Scriptures, 
which  are  unerring,  must  proceed  from  false  lights.     That  such  are 
the  doctrines  entertained  by  the  ancient  society  of  Friends,  and  that 
the  same  doctrines  are  still  entertained  by  the  Orthodox  party  afore- 
said, (to  which  party  Hendrickson  belongs;)  that  these  doctrines  are 
with  the  said  religious  society  fundamental,  and  any  individual  en- 
tertaining sentiments  and  opinions  contrary  to  all  or  any  of  the  above 
mentioned  doctrines,  is  held  not  to  be  in  the  same  faith  with  the 
society  of  Friends  or  people  called  Quakers^  and  is  treated  accord- 
ingly." 

Having  thus  distinctly  and  clearly  ascertained  from  the  pleadings, 
the  fundamental  doctrines,  or  creed,  on  which  the  Orthodox  party 
have  presented  themselves  in  this  court,  and  which  they  allege  to  be 
the  true  Quaker  creed,  and  which  they  allege  and  charge  that  Friends 
do  ^  not  adopt  and  believe  in,  but  entertain  opinions  entirely  and  ab- 
solutely repugnant  and  contrary  thereto,^'  whereby  they  have  forfeited 
their  tight  to  any  part  of  the  said  trust  fund.  They  not  only  undertake 
to  set  forth  their  own  faith,  but  also  that  of  the  Friends.  They 
charge,  that  those  whom  they  call  the  Hicksite  party,  in  regard  to 
the  first  religious  doctrine  above  named,  <<  believe  that  Jesus  Christ 
was  a  mere  man  divinely  inspired,  partaking  more  largely  of  di^ 
Tine  inspiration  than  other  men,  but  that  others,  by  resorting  to  the 
same  means,  and  by  usin|  the  same  exertions,  may  receive  the  same 
portion  or  measure  of  divme  inspiration;  that  Jesus  Christ,  as  well  as 
the  apostles  and  prophets,  never  has  been  and  never  can  bo  set  above 
other  men;  and  though  of  late  the  said  Hicksite  party  sometimes 
ascribe  divinity  to  Jesus  Christ,  yet  they  do  it  only  in  a  figurative 
sense,  from  the  circumstance  of  his  partaking  more  largely  than  other 
men  of  divine  insmration;  in  every  other  respect  they  consider  him 
as  a  mere  man.  They  do  not  believe  that  he  partakes  of  the  divine 
as  well  as  human  nature,  that  he  is  one  and  the  same  essence  with 
God,  with  that  supreme  and  omnipotent  being  who  presides  over  and 
governs  the  universe.  In  respect  to  the  second  religious  doctrine, 
the  Hicksite  party  deny  the  doctrine  of  the  atonement  above  set  forth, 
and  they  contend  and  believe  that  man  may  have  access  to  his  God 
without  any  mediator.  They  contend,  that  the  cruc\{vx\oTV  ^Ltidi  «v\^e.t^ 
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ings  of  Christ,  if  an  atonement  at  all,  were  an  atonement  only  for  the 
legal  sins  of  the  Jews.  In  respect  to  the  third  doctrine  above  men- 
tioned,  the  Hicksite  party  deny  the  certainty  and  divine  inspiration 
of  the  Holy  Scriptures,  and  hold  that  they  contain  doctrines  and  in- 
junctions which  are  incorrect,  and  that  they  are  a  mere  shadow. 
That  these  discrepancies  in  religion,  as  above  mentioned,  between 
the  Hicksite  and  Orthodox  parties,  are  radical  and  all-important  in 
the  opinion  of  (Hendrickson)  and  his  party,  in  reference  to  the  princi- 
ples and  tenets  of  religion,  as  held  by  the  ancient  fathers  of  this 
religious  society.  The  Orthodox  party  believing,  as  they  firmly  do, 
that  the  doctrines  entertained  by  the  Hicksite  party  strike  at  the 
foundation  and  main  pillars  of  the  Christian  system;  that  in  conse- 
quence of  these  differences  in  doctrine,  the  Hicksite  party  are  not  in 
tiie  same  faith  with  them  and  the  ancient  religious  society  of  Friends.'' 
In  pages  31-2,  and  in  page  39,  he  savs,  <<  that  he  does  not  believe 
that  the  Hicksite  party  adhere  to  the  doctrines  of  the  Christian  reli- 
gion as  professed  by  ancient  Friends,  and  seem,  of  late,  unwilling 
to  divulge  their  particular  religious  tenets,  and  contend  that  there 
are  no  particular  religious  doctrmes  held  by  the  society  of  Friends." 

It  will  be  thus  seen,  that  the  Orthodox  party  undertake  not  only  to 
set  forth  their  own  religious  tenets,  but  that  of  the  ancient  society  of 
Friends,  and  with  a  degree  of  presumption,  which  the  solemn  affirm^ 
ation  of  Joseph  Hendrickson  annexed  thereto  cannot  sanction,  dar- 
ingly attempt  to  answer  for  the  belief  of  the  majority  of  this  society, 
whom  they  call  Hicksites. 

But  in  matters  of  belief,  each  man  who  has  not  promulgated  it, 
must  answer  for  himself.  Let  us  see  what  is  the  belief  avowed  by 
Stacy  Decow,  and  those  with  whom  he  is  associated  by  this  suit 

In  his  answer,  in  page  45  of  2d  vol.  of  Evidence  in  this  cause,  he 
thus  meets  the  charges  brought  a^inst  him.  He  says,  <<  The  society 
of  Friends  acknowledge  no  nead  out  Christ,  and  no  principle  of  au- 
thority or  government  in  the  church,  but  the  love  ana  power  of  God 
operating  on  the  heartland  thence  influencing  the  judgment,  and  pro- 
ducing a  unity  of  feeling,  brotherly  sympathy,  and  condescension'to 
each  other.  The  great  fundamental  principle  of  the  society,  the 
divine  light  and  power  operating  on  the  soul,  being  acknowledged 
by  all  its  members,  as  the  effective  bond  of  union ;  the  right  of  each 
individual  to  judge  of  the  true  meaning  of  scripture  testimony,  re- 
lating to  the  doctrines  of  Christianity,  according  to  the  best  evidence 
in  his  own  mind,  uncontrolled  by  the  arbitrary  dictation  of  his  equally 
fallible  fellow  man,  hath  been  as  well  tacitly  as  explicitly  acknow- 
ledged by  the  society.'' 

In  page  49,  in  further  answeringt  he  insists,  <<  that  by  the  law  and 
constitution  of  New  Jersey,  the  rights  of  property  are  sacred  and 
inviolate,  and  cannot  be  taken  from  an  individual  or  religious  associ- 
ation without  his  or  their  consent,  and  more  especially  that  it  cannot 
be  made  to  depend  on  the  test  of  any  religious  creed,  framed  after 
its  vesting,  and  artfully  prepared  by  a  minority  to  answer  its  pur- 
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poses."  ^That  the  said  Chesterfield  preparative  meeting  of  Friends  at 
Crosswicksyto  which  he  belong)  is  the  same  Chesterfield  preparative 
meeting  of  Friends  at  Crosswicks,  under  whose  care  the  said  school 
fond  was  placed  by  the  contributors  thereto,  and  are  identified  with 
them  in  due  and  regular  succession,  and  are  &  part  of  the  ancient  society 
of  Friends.  That  they  believe  in  the  Christian  religion  as  contained 
in  the  New  Testament,  and  as  professed  by  ancient  Friends,  and 
adhere  to  the  religious  institutions  and  government  of  the  society  of 
Friends,  and  bear  the  same  cardinal  testimonies  to  the  whole  world, 
18  are  held '  most  important  and  characteristic  in  the  said  society, 
among  which  are  a  testimony  against  war,  a  hireling  ministry, 
ag^Dst  takiog  oaths,  against  going  to  law  with  brethren,  and  a  con- 
cern to  observe  the  golden  rule, ''Do  unto  all  men  as  we  would  they 
should  do  unto  us.''  In  pge  50,  he  further  insists,  <<  that  the  ques- 
tions and  facts  introduced  in  the  original  bill  of  the  said  Joseph  Hen- 
drickson,  in  relation  to  the  schism  in  the  society  of  Friends,  and 
discrepancies  among  them,  in  matters  of  faith  and  discipline,  if  they 
erist  as  stated  in  the  said  original  bill,  which  he  by  no  means  does 
admit,  and  also  in  respect  to  the  separation  of  the  yearly  meeting, 
cannot  lawfully  or  equitably  aJOTect  the  right  to  the  fund  belonging  to 
the  said  Chesterfield  preparative  meeting  of  Friends  at  Crosswicks, 
and  he  submits  to  this  court,  that  the  only  legitimate  inquiry  before 
this  court,  respects  the  right  of  property  to  the  bond  and  mortgage, 
and  the  money  due  thereon,  mentioned  in  the  bill  of  interpleader, 
and  that  neither  this,  nor  any  other  court,  have  a  right  to  institute 
an  inquest  into  the  consciences  or  faith  of  members  of  religious  so- 
cieties hr  associations,  or  subject  them  to  the  ordeal  of  a  creed  pre- 
pared by  those  claiming  adversely,  in  order  to  disfranchise  or  de- 
prive them  of  their  property  or  legal  rights." 

And  the  said  Stacy  Decow,  in  continuation,  '<  although  he  protests 
against  the  existence  and  exercise  of  the  power,  claimed  by  the  said 
Joseph  Hendrickson  to  reside  in  this  court,  and  by  an  original  bill 
invoked,  yet  conscious  of  the  purity  of  his  own  intentions  and  con- 
duet,  and  of  those  with  whom  he  is  associated  iji  religious  commu- 
nion and  brotherhood,  in  respect  to  the  pretences  of  the  said  Joseph 
Hendrickson,  as  set  forth  in  his  original  bill" — admits,  in  page  51, 
<<That  there  has  been  a  dispute  and  controversy  in  the  society  of 
Friends,  which  has  unhappily  divided  them.  The  minority  party, 
asuming  the  name  of  the  Orthodox  party,  and  bestowing  upon  the 
majority  of  their  brethren,  from  whom  they  have  seceded,  the  name 
of  Ificksite,  a  name  never  assumed  or  acquiesced  in  by  the  majority 
of  the  said  society  to  which  he  belongs,  and  which  name  they  utterly 
deny,  and  claim  that  only  of  Friends:  and  they  also  deny  being  the 
followers  of  any  man  or  set  of  men,  simply  claiming  to  be  the  hum- 
ble disciples  and  followers  of  Christ,  the  great  head  of  the  church ; 
ind  insist  that  they  constitute  and  compose  the  great  body  of  the 
society  of  Friends;  to  which  name  they  still  adhere,  and  allege  that 
they  still  hold,  and  are  endeavouring  to  maintain  and  su^^tl^  >2ca 
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doctrines^  fundamental  religious  principles^  discipline  and  rules  of 
government  of  the  ancient  religious  society  of  Friends  or  people 
called  Quakers.  And  he  denies  that  he,  the  said  Stacy  Decow,  and 
his  associates  have  seceded  either  from  the  faith  or  from  the  religious 
institutions  and  governnient  of  the  society  of  Friends,  and  the  an- 
cient yearly  meeting  in  Philadelphia:  and  he  insists  that  he  and  his 
associates  in  religious  communion  have  always  and  still  do  belong  to 
the  Chesterfield  preparative  meeting  of  Friends  at  Crosswicks,  in  ex- 
istence at  the  time  of  the  creation  of  the  school  fund,  of  which  the 
said  bond  and  mortgage  form  a  part;  and  that  they  are  identified  with 
them  in  regular  and  due  succession,  meet  at  the  same  place  for  wor- 
ship and  discipline,  maintain  the  same  faith^  and  support  the  re- 
ligious institutions  and  government  of  the  society  of  Friends;  and 
the  said  Joseph  Hendrickson  and  his  associates  are  a  minority  of 
said  preparative  meeting,  and  have  seceded  therefrom,  and  individu- 
ally withdrawn  themselves  from  communion  with  it."  In  page  b%y 
Stacy  Decow  <<  denies  that  the  society  of  Friends,  to  which  he  be- 
longs, hg.vt  seceded  from  the  faith,  the  religious  institutions  or  go- 
vernment of  the  ancient  religious  society  of  Friends,  or  from  the 
ancient  legitimate  yearly  meeting  of  the  same  at  Philadelphia.''  In 
page  54,  Stacy  Decow  saith,  that  he  ^<  hath  been  compelled  reluc- 
tantly to  come  into  this  court,  to  defend  the  rights  of  his  brethren. 
And  although  he  admits  that  there  may  be  some  difference  of  opi- 
nion, as  to  Uie  true  faith  and  discipline  of  the  society,  between  the 
great  majority  of  the  society  of  Friends,  to  which  he  belongs,  and 
the  party  called  by  themselves  the  Orthodox  party;  the  society  of 
Friends  hath  been  willing  to  consider  it  as  an  honest  difference  of 
opinion,  uncontaminated  by  feelings  of  avarice  and  greediness  for 
property,  and  the  society  of  Friends  have  therefore  proposed  to 
them,  heretofore,  as  they  are  a  minority,  and  have  withdrawn  from 
communion  with  them,  and  seem  desirous  to  remove  and  separate 
altogether,  to  take  no  advantage  of  them  on  that  account,  in  relation 
to  property,  but  are  willing  and  disposed  to  say  unto  them,  as  Abra- 
ham said  unto  Lot,  *  We  were  brethren  previously  to  your  separa- 
tion from  Friends,  and  the  whole  of  the  property  which  we  held 
while  in  unity  is  before  us,  and  there  is  enough  for  us  and  fof  you.' 
And  in  order  that  there  should  be  no  strife  between  them  on  that 
account,  the  monthly  meeting  of  Chesterfield,  consisting  of  the  mem- 
bers of  the  Chesterfield  preparative  meeting  and  others,  made  the 
proposition  alluded  to  in  the  bill  of  interpleader  for  an  amicable  ad- 
justment in  relation  to  the  rights  of  property,  conformably  to  the 
principles  of  justice  and  equity,  thereby  maintaining  a  disposition  to 
do  unto  others  as  they  would  others  should  do  unto  them,  which 
this  defendant  regrets  was  refused,  and  the  more  especially  as  the 
refusal  is  coloured  with  the  pretence  of  conscientious  motives,  and 
he  leaves  to  the  said  Joseph  Hendrickson,  the  full  benefit  of  his  mode 
of  escaping  from  his  obligations  to  the  rules  of  the  society,  violated 
in  the  institution  of  this  suit." 
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These,  then^  to  use  the  language  of  Robert  Barclay^  one  of  the 
early  Friends,  are  the  ^<  fundamental  truths/'  as  understood,  adopted, 
and  believed  by  Stacy  Decow,  and  those  Friends  associated  with 
him  in  religious  communion.     First,  a  belief  in  the  Christian  religion 
as  contaioed  in  the  New  Testament,  and  as  professed  by  ancient 
Friends,  and  denying  being  the  followers  of  any  man,  or  set  of  men, 
simply  claiming  to  be  the  humble  disciples  and  followers  of  Christ, 
the  great  head  of  the  church,,  and  protesting  against  the  right  of  any 
court  to  institute  an  inquest  into  the  consciences  or  faith  of  members 
of  religious  societies  or  associations,  or  to  subject  them  to  the  ordeal 
of  a  creed  prepared  by  those  claiming  adversely,  in  order  to  disfran- 
chise or  deprive  them  of  their  property  or  legal  rights.     Secondly, 
a  belief  in  the  immediate  revelation  of  the  divine  light  or  power  of 
God  operating  on  the  heart,  or  what  is  termed  by  them  '<  the  light 
WITHIN,"  and  of  course  they  acknowledge  no  head  but  Christ.     And 
lastly,  the  assertion  of  their  right  to  interpret  the  Scriptures  accord- 
ing to  the  workings  or  influence  of  that  divine  light,  exempt  from 
the  control,  and  Treed  from  the  trammels  of  all  forms  of  faith  or 
doctrine,  framed  by  the  ingenuity  or  dictation  of  mortal  and  fallible 
man. 

These  are  the  points  at  issue  between  these  respective  bodies. 
Hendrickson  insists  that  he  and  his  party  have  a  right  to  the  sole 
control  and  management  of  the  fund,  because  they  believe  in  the 
doctrines  of  <<  the  trinity,  the  atonement,  and  the  inspiration  of  the 
Scriptures."  And  they  affirm  that  a  belief  in  these  doctrines,  as  set 
forth  in  the  answer  of  Joseph  Hendrickson,  is  essential  and  funda- 
mental, and  that  that  belief  must  correspond,  in  every  particular,  with 
the  standard  put  forth  in  said  answer,  or  they  are  not  in  the  same 
iaith  with  the  ancient  religious  society  of  Friends.  He  has  also 
charged  that  the  Friends  designated  as  Hicksites,  not  only  do  not 
believe  the  above  mentioned  doctrines,  but  that  they  have  seceded 
from  the  faith  of  the  ancient  Friends.  Decow  denies  all  this,  and 
sets  forth  his  belief  in.  the  mannet  I  have  stated. 

And  here  I  beg  leave  to  remind  the  court,  that  in  the  position  in 
which  these  parties  stood  towards  each  other,  it  would  have  been 
sufficient  if  Decow  had  simply  denied  the  charges.  It  was  altogether 
unnecessary,  for  the  purpose  of  preventing  his  being  disfranchised, 
that  he  should  set  forth  his  doctrine.  It  is  admitted  on  all  sides, 
that  at  the  time  the  dispute  originated,  which  resulted  in  the  separa- 
tion, both  parties  were  members  of  the  Chesterfield  preparative 
meeting  of  Friends,  at  Crosswicks,  entitled  to  equal  rights,  and  that 
the  appointment  of  the  trustees  of  that  fund,  as  well  as  the  treasurer, 
belonged  to  that  meeting.  So  far,  then,  they  were  in  unity  together, 
they  were  in  unity  as  to  faith,  and  had  a  communion  of  rights;  and 
until  those  rights  are  lost,  it  is  idle  to  attempt  to  deprive  them  of  this 
fund.  No  such  claim  can  lie.  Having  once  been  members  of  that 
meeting,  they  must  continue  so  until  they  have  lost  their  rights  by 
an  act  of  their  own,  or  by  the  judgment  of  some  legal  or  ecclesiastical 
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till  it  is  shown  that  they  have  forfeited  their  privileges  as  members 
by  some  conduct  of  their  own,  we  assert  that  no  earthly  power  can 
dispossess  them  of  the  legal  rights  incident  to  such  membership.  It 
is  not  pretended  in  the  pleadmgs,  or  proved  by  the  evidence,  that 
the  meeting  has  ceased  to  exist,  or  that  the  members  whom  we  re- 
present have  been  disowned  or  disfranchised.  It  is  not  pretended 
that  thei*e  has  been  any  decision  of  a  legal  or  ecclesiastical  tribunal, 
by  which  they  can  be  disfranchised.  Such  a  state  of  things,  there- 
fore, can  only  be  brought  about  by  their  own  voluntary  acts  and  con- 
duct; and  the  conduct,  to  which  such  consequences  would  be  attached, 
is  charged  against  them  in  the  bill. 

It  is  an  improper  view  of  this  subject,  to  say  that  the  fund,  which 
originally  belonged  to  an  association,  in  unity  at  the  time  of  its  rest- 
ing, must  necessarily,  by  legal  principles,  on  the  voluntary  separation 
of  that  association,  be  adjudged  to  be  the  property  of  one  of  those  par- 
ties. But  here,  the  Orthodox  party  seek  to  divest  the  Friends  of  their 
rights,  charging  them  with  a  departure  from  the  faith  of  the  ancient 
society  of  friends.  When  a  man  is  thus  attacked,  it  is  not  necessary 
that  he  also  should  become  an  assailant;  he  may  stand  on  the  defen- 
sire.  And  till  he  has  declared  his  departure  from  that  doctrine,  of 
till,  by  some  overt  act  of  his  own,  he  shall  demonstrate  that  he  has 
so  departed,  it  is  sufficient  for  him  to  deny  the  charge,  and  that 
denial,  prima  fade^  must  stand  in  the  place  of  proof.  Not  so,  how- 
ever, with  Hendrickson.  Unless  he  can  prove,  clearly  and  conclu- 
sively, what  are  the  doctrines  of  the  society  of  Friends,  and  that 
Decow  and  his  associates  no  longer  adhere  to  those  doctrines,  be 
stands  just  where  he  did  in  the  outset;  he  cannot  dispossess  any  man 
df  his  community  of  rights.  The  onus  of  proof  is  with  him:  he 
has  undertaken  to  prove  it,  and  he  must  do  so.  Hitherto  he  has 
failed.  It  will  not  do  for  him  to  rest  on  the  silence  of  Decow,  as  to 
the  doctrines  of  the  society  in  respect  to  the  trinity,  the  atonement, 
and  the  inspiration  of  the  Holy  Scriptures.  These  are  matters  on 
which  Decow  was  not  called  upon  to  answer.  They  are  points  of 
speculative  theology  upon  which  the  Christian  church,  from  its  esta- 
blishment to  the  present  day,  have  been  divided.  They  may  be 
justly  termed  the  controversial  grounds  of  the  Christian  religion. 
No  inference,  therefore,  can  be  legally  drawn,  because  Decow  has 
not  undertaken  to  disclose  and  set  forth  the  views  of  the  society  of 
Friends,  and  of  the  primitive  fathers  of  their  society,  upon  these 
points. 

Hendrickson,  then,  can  claim  nothing  from  the  situation  of  Decow, 
in  regard  to  the  doctrines  I  have  stated.  It  would  be  strange  indeed, 
if  these  doctrines,  which  are  alleged  to  be  common  to  Christians  of 
all  Protestant  denominations,  should  now,  for  the  first  time,  be  found 
to  belong  exclusively  to  the  society  of  Friends;  and  when  such  a 
proposition  is  put  forth,  it  must  be  sustained  by  adequate  proof.  The 
particular  doctrines  which  Hendrickson  sets  up,  as  forming  the  dis- 
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crepancies  in  the  rdigiouB  opioions  which  he  alleges  have  divided 

the  society  of  Friends^  really  form  no  part  of  the  issae  between  the 

parties  in  this  cause.     Decow  has  protestedy  in  his  answer,  against 

the  right  of  this  court  to  compel  bim  to  go  further  tban  simply  to 

state  the  fundamental  truths  of  tbe  society  to  which  he  belongs.    He 

iosists  that  no  court  has  a  right  to  go  beyond  this  length,  to  institute 

an  inquest  into  his  conscience,  to  inquire  into  the  mode  or  extent  of 

his  belief  of  those  fundamental  truths,  or  to  subject  him  to  the  ordeal 

of  a  creed  framed  by  the  adverse  party,  in  order  to  dispossess  him  of 

his  property  or  rights.     Hence  we  find  that  he  protests  against  this 

proceeding  by  the  Orthodox  party.     It  will  be  necessary  that  the 

court  should  understand  this  protest,  because  there  is  manifestly  a 

misunderstanding  on  the  part  of  both  the  judges  on  this  point.    I 

ag^n  refer  to  the  protest,  to  be  found  in  page  49  of  the  first  volume 

of  Evidence. 

How  proper  and  correct  this  protest  is,  will  be  at  once  perceived, 
by  looking  to  the  relative  positions  of  the  contending  and  interplead- 
ing parties.  It  contains  two  main  points:  first,  that  he  ought  not  to 
be  put  to  tbe  test  of  a  cr^ed  framed  by  persons  opposed  to  him  (and 
those,  too,  being  a  minority  of  his  society);  and  secondly,  that  when  ' 
be  has  professed  his  belief,  no  court  has  a  right  to  go  into  the  details 
of  his  fSuth.  It  is  against  this  attempt  to  sift  the  consciences  of  men, 
that  the  protest  is  made.  He  has,  therefore,  very  properly  acknow- 
ledged his  belief  in  the  doctrines  of  the  Christian  religion,  as  con- 
tained in  tbe  New  Testament^  and  in  the  immediate  revelation  of  the 
spirit  Beyond  this,  he  denies  the  authority  of  ^ny  man,  or  of  any 
court,  to  inquire;  he  denies  the  right  of  any  man,  or  any  court,  to 
interrogate  more  particularly  on  those  subjects  and  doctrines  which 
have  been,  and  continue  to  be,  a  subject  of  controversy  through  the 
whole  Christian  world.  And  I  trust  I  shall  be  able  to  demonstrate 
to  the  court,  that  this  protest  is  based,  firmly  and.  rootedly  based, 
upon  the  great  principles  of  civil  and  religious  liberty. 

I  would  here  anticipate  an  argument  which  it  is  necessary  I  should 
refer  to,  because  it  is  mainly  depended  upon  in  an  opinion  which  I 
must  hereafter  meet:  namely,  that  the  answer  of  Decow  is  not  suffi- 
cient Now,  if  the  answer  was  not  sufficient,  Hendrickson  ought  to 
have  excepted  to  it:  then  the  question  would  have  come  fairly  up  for 
judicial  d^ision — ^tlien  the  validity  of  the  protest  would  have  been 
presented  in  a  tangible  form — then  the  court  would  have  had  to  de- 
cide whether  they  possess  an  inquisitorial  power  to  direct  inquiries 
into  the  consciences  or  faith  of  the  members  of  religious  societies,  or 
to  subject  them  to  the  test  of  a  creed  artfully  prepared  to  entrap  them. 
Failing  to  do  this,  Hendrickson  has  virtually  admitted  the  validity 
of  the  protest,  and  the  great  social  fundamental  principle  which  it 
includes,  and  which  pervades  the  constitutions  and  the  whole  system 
of  our  government  He  is,  therefore,  precluded  from  availing  him- 
Klf  of  the  rules  of  the  court  of  Chancery,  in  respect  to  the  omission 
to  answer  a  material  fact  charged  in  the  bill.     It  is  i\ol  a  itvtiWvA 
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fiict  in  this  case,  as  its  materiality  is  met  and  questioned  by  the  pro- 
testy  to  which  Hendrickson  submitted.  Might  we  not,  with  as  much 
show  of  legality,  insist  that  he  cannot  now  claim  any  benefit  from 
such  a  rule  ?  Besides,  Decow  expressly  denies  any  secession  of  him- 
self and  associates  from  the  faith  of  the  ancient  society  of  Friends, 
and  insists  upon  a  continuing  adherence  to  them;  how,  then,  can  he 
tacitly  admit  that  which  he  has  expressly  denied  ? 

1  shall  now  proceed  to  the  investigation  of  the  great  principles 
involved  in  this  cause.  So  far  as  I  understand  them,  they  resolve 
themselves  into  two. 

The  bill  of  Hendrickson  charges,  in  the  first  place,  that  the  body 
represented  by  Decow  have  seceded  from  the  faith  of  the  ancient 
society  of  Friends;  and  secondly,  that  they  have  departed  from  the 
discipline  and  government  of  that  society,  and,  therefore,  that  they 
are  no  longer  to  be  considered  as  members,  and  have  forfeited  all 
right  to  the  property  which  belonged  to  the  society  at  the  time  of  the 
separation.  I  shall  first  examine  the  charge  in  relation  to  the  alleged 
secession  from  the  faith  of  the  ancient  Friends;  and  I  would  here 
observe  that,  as  it  will  be  necessary  to  designate  the  parties  by  dif- 
ferent names,  in  order  to  distinguish  these  divisions  in  the  society  of 
Friends,  I  shall  hereafter  speak  of  those  represented  by  Hendrickson 
as  the  Orthodox  Friends.  I  do  not  use  the  term  in  an  invidious 
sense,  but  merely  for  the  sake  of  distinction.  They  have  themselves 
assumed  that  cognomen  in  these  pleadings,  and,  if  we  may  believe 
their  counsel,  they  appear  right  well  pleased  with  the  title.*  I  shall 
hereafter  speak  of  those  with  whom  Decow  is  associated  as  Friends, 
because  it  is  a  name  which  they  themselves  acknowledge,  and  to 
which  I  hope  to  show  that  they  are  legitimately  entitled,  and  because 
they  have  disavowed  the  appellation  otHicksite  bestowed  upon  them 
by  their  adversaries. 

The  Orthodox  party,  then,  have  framed  and  adopted  a  creed, 
which,  of  course,  they  had  a  perfect  right  to  do.  Of  that  we  do  not 
complain.  The  spirit  of  Friends  is  tolerant;  it  breathes  the  true  spirit 
of  Christianity.  With  the  pious  and  learned  trinitarian^  president 
Edwards,  they  may  say  they  believe  that  « true  religion,  in  a  great 
measure,  consists  in  holy  affections  and  a  love  of  divine  things;  for 
the  beauty  and  sweetness  of  their  moral  excellence,  is  the  spring  of 
all  holy  affections.'*  They  believe,  also,  with  the  learned  Mr.  Chil- 
lingworth,  as  quoted  from  his  works,  fol.  1742,  in  the  second  volume 
of  Adams^  View  of  the  Religions  of  the  World:  p.  94,  95. 

<*  Know  then,  sir,  that  when  I  say  the  Religion  of  Protestants 
is,  in  prudence,  to  be  preferred  before  yours;  on  the  one  side,  I  do 
not  understand  by  your  religion  the  doctrine  of  BeUarmine^  or  Ba- 
roniuSf  or  any  other  private  man  amongst  you,  nor  the  doctrine  of 
the  SorbonnCy  or  of  the  Jesuits,  or  of  the  Dominicans^  or  of  any 
other  particular  company  among  you,  but  that  wherein  you  all  agree^ 

»  Gov.  WilTisunion'B  argument,  page  61. 
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or  {Nfofess  to  agree,  <  Tht  doctrine  qf  the  Council  of  Trent:^  so  ac- 
eonlingly,  on  the  other  side,  by  the  Religion  qf  Protestants^  I  do 
not  understand  the  doctrine  of  Luther^  or  Caltnn,  or  Melancthon, 
Dor  the  Confession  of  Jiugsburgh^  or  Oeneva,  nor  the  Catechism 
qf  Heidelberg,  nor  the  Articles  qfthe  Church  qf  England,  no,  nor 
the  harmony  cj' Protestant  Cot\fessions;  but  that  wherein  they  all 
agree,  and  which  they  all  subscribe  witii  a  greater  harmony,  as  a 
perfect  rule  of  faith  and  action,  i.  e,  the  Bible. 

^  The  Bible,  I  say,  the  Bible  only,  is  the  religion  of  Protestants. 
Whatsoever  else  they  believe  besides  it,  and  the  plain,  irrefragable, 
iodubitable  ^consequences  of  it,  well  may  they  hold  it  as  a  matter 
of  opinion ;  but  as  a  matter  of  faith  and  religion,  neither  can  they 
with  coherence  to  their  own  grounds  believe  it  themselves,  nor  re* 
quire  belief  of  it  of  others,  without  most  high  and  most  schismatical 
presumption. 

^I,  for  my  part,  after  a  long,  and  (as  I  verily  believe  and  hope) 
impartial  search  of  the  true  way  to  eternal  happiness,  do  profess 
plainly,  that  I  cannot  find  any  rest  for  the  sole  of  my  foot,  but  upon 
this  rock  only.  I  see  plainly,  and  with  my  own  eyes,  that  there  are 
popes  against  popes,  and  councils  against  councils;  some  fathers  against 
ather  fathers,  the  same  fathers  against  themselves;  a  consent  of  fathers 
of  one  ag^  against  a  consent  of  fathers  of  another  age:  traditisre  inter- 
pretations of  Scripture  are  pretended,  but  there  are  few  or  none  to 
be  found:  no  tradition,  but  that  of  Scripture,  can  derive  itself  from 
the  fountain,  but  may  be  plainly  proved  either  to  have  been  brought 
in,  in  such  an  age  after  Christ,  or  that  in  such  an  age  it  was  not  in. 
lo  a  word,  there  is  no  sufficient  certainty  but  of  Scripture  only,  for 
my  considering  man  to  build  upon.  This,  therefore,  and  this  only, 
I  have  reason  to  believe.  This  I  will  profess:  according  to  this,  I 
will  live;  and  for  this,  if  there  be  occasion,  I  will  not  only  willingly, 
but  even  gladly  lose  my  life,  though  I  should  be  sorry  that  Chris^ 
tiam  should  take  it  from  me. 

^  Propose  me  anything  out  of  this  book,  and  require  whether  I 
beUeve  or  no,  and  seem  it  never  so  incomprehensible  to  human  reason, 
I  will  suhsrribe  it  with  hand  and  heart,  as  knowing  no  demonstration 
euk  be  stronger  than  this,  God  hath  said  so,  ther^ore,  it  is  true. 
Iq  other  things,  I  will  take  no  man's  liberty  of  judging  from  him; 
neither  shall  any  man  take  mine  from  mCi^' 

Their  belief  is  in  the  Christian  religion,  and  they  hold  that  whilst 
they  are  not  willing  to  take  a  faith  dictated  by  others,  neither  are 
they  willing  to  bind  other  men's  iaith  by  theirs. 

1  said  it  was  incumbent  on  Hendrickson  to  show  that  this  creed, 
which  is  now,  for  the  first  time,  introduced  as  the  Quaker  creed,  is 
i^y  and  substantially  so.  He  has  undertaken  to  do  it,  and  he  must 
■QiUin  his  allegation  by  his  proof.  Now  on  the  subject  of  the  trinity, 
1^  us  see  what  is  the  doctrine  which  he  has  advanced.  The  process 
ii  somewhat  a  tedious  one,  but  it  is  necessary.    In  the  second  volume 

9 


66 

of  the  Evidence,  page  30,  already  quoted,  you  will  find  the  Orthodox 
Quaker  doctrine,  in  relation  to  the  trinity. 

The  court  will  perceive  that,  in  this  exposition,  they  do  not  include 
the  doctrine  of  the  three  subsistences  and  the  personages  in  the  tri- 
nity. Here,  indeed,  they  are  entirely  silent  And  yet,  it  would 
seem  that  they  desire  to  claim  a  community  of  belief  with  other 
Protestant  trinitari an  sects;  for  in  page  28  of  the  first  volume  of 
Evidence,  in  his  answer,  Hendrickson  says,  <<  In  what,  among  Pro- 
testants, are  commonly  deemed  the  great  essentials  of  Christianity, 
the  religious  sentiments  of  the  society  of  Friends,  or  people  called 
Quakers,  are  in  accordance  with  the  doctrines  commonly  entertained 
by  the  other  Protestant  sects  of  Christians,  who  arose  after  the  dawn 
of  the  great  Protestant  reformation  in  Europe.''  And  lest  any  in- 
ference should  be  made  against  us,  by  this  artful  covert  attempt  to 
enlist  sectarian  feelings  in  their  behalf,  it  is  necessary  for  us  to  ascer- 
tain in  what  that  difference,  in  the  doctrine  of  the  trinity  as  held  by 
themselves  and  other  Protestant  trinitarian  sects,  consists;  and  if  I 
do  not  mistake,  we  shall  find  that  they  difier  with  all  other  Protestant 
trinitarian  sects  in  that  which  is  considered  by  them  as  the  very  es- 
sence of  their  doctrine,  and  what  by  them  is  also  deemed  one  of  the 
great  essentials  of  Christianity.  I  refer  to  the  second  volume  of- 
Adams'  View  of  the  Religionsof  the  World,  page  105:  "  Trinity  is 
not  a  scriptural  term,  but  was  introduced  into  the  church  in  the 
second  century,  to  express  the  union  of  the  three  persons  in  the 
Godhead.^'*  In  page  111,  of  same  book:  "  The  doctrine  of  the  tri- 
nity, as  professed  in  the  Christian  church,  is  briefly  this:  that  there 
IS  one  God  in  three  distinct  persons — Father,  Son,  and  Holy  Ghost 
The  term  person  here  characterizing  the  mode  of  subsistence  in  the 
essence,  which  the  Greek  fathers  called  hypostasis.  The  Father,  Son, 
and  Holy  Ghost,  are  believed  to  be  three  distinct  persons  in  the  divine 
nature,  to  distinguish  them  from  one  another,  as  we  in  common 
speech  do  distinguish  three  several  persons;  and  each  of  these  three 
persons  are  affirmed  to  be  God,  because  the  names,  causes,  and  ope- 
rations of  God  are,  in  Scripture,  attributed  to  each  of  them.''  And, 
speaking  of  the  Athanasian  creed,  he  says,  page  112,  "  The  Athana- 
sian  creed  makes  the  Supreme  being  to  consist  of  three  persons,  the 
same  in  substance,  equal  in  power  and  glory.  The  first  of  those 
three  persons  it  makes  to  be  the  Father;  the  second  person  is  called 
the  Son,  and  is  said  to  be  descended  from  the  Father,  by  an  eternal 
generation  of  an  inefiable  and  incomprehensible  nature  in  the  essence 
of  the  Godhead;  the  third  person  is  the  Holy  Ghost,  derived  from  the 
Father  and  the  Son,  but  not  by  generation,  as  the  Son  is  derived  from 
the  Father,  but  by  an  eternal  and  incomprehensible  procession.  Each 
of  these  persons  is  very  and  eternal  God,  as  much  as  the  Father  him- 
self; and  yet,  though  distinguished  in  this  manner,  they  do  not  make 
three  Gods,  but  one  God." 

He  then  speaks  of  the  Catholic  creed,  page  113:  "  The  Catholic 
faith  is  this:  that  we  worship  one  God  in  trinity,  and  trinity  in  unity, 
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for  there  is  one  person  of  the  Father,  another  of  the  Son,  and  another 
of  the  Holy  Ghost;  but  the  Godhead  of  the  Father,  the  Son,  and  the 
Holy  Ghost  is  all  one,  the  glory  equal,  the  majesty  co-eternal.  Th  is  sys- 
tem also  inoludes  in  it,  the  belief  of  two  natures  in  Jesus  Christ — the 
divine  and  human  subsisting  in  one  person.''     In  page  115:  ''The 
Greek  church  differs  from  other  trinitarians,  in  maintaining  that  the 
Holy  Ghost  proceeds  from  the  Father  only,  and  not  from  the  Father 
and  the  Son/^     And  in  page  117,  he  says,  ''  The  Christian  trinity  is 
Dot  a  trinity  of  principles,  like  that  of  the  Persian  philosophers;  it 
does  not  consist  of  mere  logical  notions  and  inadequate  conceptions 
of  the  deity,  like  that  of  Plato;  but  it  is  a  trinity  of  subsistences  or 
persons,  joined  by  an  indissoluble  union.    If  it  be  true,  it  is  no  doubt, 
in  the  highest  degree,  important  and  interesting.     Say  not,  says  the 
late  pious  and  excellent  bishop  Home,  that  the  doctrine  of  the  trinity 
is  a  matter  of  curiosity  and  amusement;  our  religion  is  founded  upon 
it    For  what  is  Christianity,  but  a  manifestation  of  three  divine 
peraons  as  engaged  in  the  great  work  of  man's  redemption,  begun, 
continued,  and  to  be  ended  by  them  in  their  several  relations  of  Father, 
Son,  and  Holy  Ghost,  creator,  redeemer,  and  sanctifier,  three  persons 
and  one  God.     If  there  be  no  Son  of  God,  where  is  our  redemption; 
if  there  be  no  Holy  Spirit,  where  is  our  sanctification;  if  without  both, 
where  is  our  salvation;  and  if  these  two  persons  be  anything  less  than 
divine,  why  are  we  baptized  equally  in  the  name  of  the  Father,  and 
of  the  Son,  and  of  the  Holy  Ghost;  let  no  man,  therefore,  deceive  you 
—this  is  the  true  God  and  eternal  life." 

Here,  then,  the  writer,  after  taking  a  view  of  the  Protestant  creed, 
concludes  that  the  doctrine  of  the  trinity  is  one  of  the  fundamental 
doctrines  of  the  Christian  religion,  and  that  that  doctrine,  as  acknow- 
ledged by  other  trinitarian  sects,  consist  in  the  belief  of  three  distinct 
persons  or  subsistences  in  the  Godhead.  This  is  the  great  distin- 
guishing mark  in  other  sects.  And  the  learned  Dr.  Brownlee,  in 
pige  220-1  of  his  book,  entitled,  << A  Careful  and  Free  Inquiry  into 
the  True  Nature  and  Tendency  of  the  Religious  Principles  of  the 
Society  of  Friends,"  &c  expressly  says,  that  the  doctrine  of  three 
persons  or  subsistences  in  the  Godhead  is  an  essential  of  Christianity, 
and  a  fundamental  doctrine  in  all  trinitarian  sects.  In  this,  all  learned 
theologians  agree.  Therefore  the  Orthodox  Quakers,  in  stopping  at 
this  point,  by  refusing  ^  to  attach  individual  personage  to  the  three," 
fall  short  of  that  which  all  other  Protestant  trinitarian  sects  believe 
to  be  the  very  essence  of  the  doctrine,  and  one  of  the  great  essentials 
of  Christianity.  I  am  not  about  to  examine  the  views  of  my  clients 
on  the  subject  of  the  trinity,  nor  to  compare  them  with  the  belief 
maintaiaed  by  other  Protestant  denominations.  They  may  believe, 
if  they  choose,  with  bishop  Taylor,  (2  Adams  on  the  Religions  of  the 
World,  114,)  that  <<  He  who  goes  about  to  speak  of  the  mystery  of 
the  trinity,  and  does  it  by  words  and  names  of  man's  invention^ 
talking  of  essences  and  existences,  hypostases  and  personalities,  pri- 
orities in  co-equalities,  and  unity  in  pluralitiesi  may  amuae  Vvvccv^Vi^ 
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and  build  a  tabernacle  in  his  head,  and  talk  fpomething  he  knows  not 
what  But  the  good  man,  that  feels  the  power  of  the  Father,  and  to 
whom  the  Son  is  become  wisdom,  sanctification,  and  redemption,  in 
whose  heart  the  love  of  the  spirit  of  God  is  shed  abroad,  though  he 
understands  nothing  of  what  is  unintelligible,  yet  he  alone  truly  un- 
derstands the  Christian  doctrine  of  the  trinity.'*  When  this  new- 
fangled creed,  contained  in  Hendrickson's  bill,  was  put  forth,  it  was 
intended  to  introduce  the  idea  that  the  difference  on  this  point  be- 
tween this  and  other  sects  was  merely  formal,  and  thereby  to  enlist 
the  sympathy  of  other  sects  in  their  behalf.  But  it  was  a  fallacy. 
When  they  stop  short  of  avowing  that  the  three  which  bear  record 
in  heaven,  are  three  distinct  subsistences  or  persons  in  one  Godhead, 
when  they  say  it  is  <^a  mystery  beyond  finite  human  conception,^'  and 
that  it  is  a  <'  specious'*  deduction,  they  thereby  declare  war  against 
the  tenets  of  the  other  Protestant  trinitarian  sects,  disavow  what  they 
thus  <<  deem  the  great  essentials  of  Christianity,''  and  place  themselves 
in  opposition  to  the  true  doctrine  of  the  trinity,  as  understood  by 
them;  they  rend  asunder  the  chain  which  connects  them  with  other 
trinitarian  sects.  There  cannot  be,  there  ought  not  to  be,  any  commu- 
nity of  sectarian  feeling  between  them ;  but  they  cling  to  this  hope, 
this  alleged  affinity,  with  great  fondneas.  The  Orthodox  not  only 
make  the  allegation  in  their  original  bill  and  answer,  but  attempt  to 
make  it  out  by  evidence.  The  court  will  see  what  is  stated  by  Tho- 
mas Evans  on  the  subject,  first  volume  of  Evidence,  page  298:  <<  As 
regards  most  of  the  doctrines  of  the  Christian  religion,  there  was  a 
remarkable  harmony  among  themselves,  and  with  Christian  professors 
generally."  And  Samuel  Bettle,  in  page  78,  has  something  of  a 
similar  idea. 

In  answer  to  a  question,  whether  Friends  accord  in  sentiment  with 
the  other  Protestant  sects,  in  regard  to  the  atonement,  the  trinity, 
and  the  divine  authority  of  the  Scriptures,  and  the  divine  nature 
of  our  Saviour,  he  answers,  <^  As  far  as  I  know  the  profession  of 
other  Protestant  sects,  on  these  subjects,  Friends  agree  with  them  in 
substance,*'  &c. 

I  think  I  have  shown,  that  it  is  tndeed  a  remarkable  harmony 
among  them  on  the  subject  of  the  trinity!  Now  how  very  materially 
these  gentlemen  are  mistaken,  in  their  estimate  of  harmony.  They 
do  not  undertake  to  draw  inferences,  because  they  consider  it  a  sub- 
ject ^<  beyond  finite  human  conception.'*  Other  sects  do  make  deduc- 
tions ;  they  say  that  they  gather  from  the  Scriptures,  that  there  are 
three  distinct  subsistences  and  persons  in  the  Godhead.  Is  there  any 
harmony  here  ?  Doctor  Brownlee  and  bishop  Home  say,  that  this 
is  a  fundamental  doctrine,  the  distinguishing  characteristic  of  the 
Christian  religion,  and  that  a  belief  in  this  is  as  necessary  as  a  belief 
in  the  authenticity  of  the  Scripture  text.  And  yet  the  orthodox 
Friends,  professing  to  hold  this  belief  in  common  with  others,  deny 
it,  in  fact,  by  saying,  that  it  is  a  '^  mystery  beyond  finite  human  con- 
ception," and  that  they  are  not  at  liberty  to  <<  make  deductions,  how* 
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ever  specious^^  reelecting  it   I  have  alluded  to  this,  not  for  the  pur- 
pose of  casting  any  odium  upon  the  orthodox  party,  or  to  express 
any  opinion  upon  the  subject  of  their  faith,  but  simply  to  show  the 
Tiews  of  the  true  trinitarians,  and  to  strip  the  cause  of  the  gloss  which 
his  been  thrown  around  it  by  the  bill  and  answer  of  Hendrickson^ 
in  the  manner  of  putting  forth  this  creed :  and  also  to  divest  it  of  the 
sympathetic  influence  which  may  arise  from  a  belief  that  the  doctrine 
hm  put  forth  is  substantially  that  of  the  other  Protestant  trinitarian 
creeds,  and  to  refute  the  pretences  set  up  in  his  answer.   The  orthodox 
have  instituted  this  suit,  to  support  <<  the  great  essentials  of  Christi- 
anity,'^ and  to  uphold  <<the  foundation  and  main  pillars  of  the 
Christian  system,''  as  insidiously  alleged  in  that  answer.     These  are 
catching  pretences,  and  may  enlist  honest,  but  mistaken  zeal  to  glow 
with  renewed  ardour  in  so  holy  a  cause. 

I  think  then  I  have  shown,  that  the  orthodox  Quakers  are  not 
orthodox  trinitarianSj  and  that  they  would  not  be  so  considered  by 
any  Presbyterian,  Episcopalian,  Baptist,  Methodist,  or  any  other 
Protestant  sect  in  the  world  ;  for  they  have  not  gone  far  enough  for 
this  purpose.  If  then  they  are  not  orthodox  trinitarians,  let  us  in- 
quire if  they  are  orthodox  Quakers,  and  I  think  I  shall  be  able  to 
show,  that  they  are  equally  destitute  of  any  claim  there,  as  they  are 
to  the  claim  to  be  considered  orthodox  in  general.  In  straining  to 
reach  what  they  had  no  claim  to,  as  is  too  commonly  the  case  in  the 
transactions  of  human  life,  they  have  trusted  themselves  too  far;  they 
have  placed  themselves  on  foothold  which  has  proved  treacherous. 
If  they  have  fashioned  a  faith  unknown  to  the  ancient  society  of 
Friends,  they  have  no  right  to  insist  that  we  should  adopt  it,  or 
declare  our  assent  or  dissent  If  they  have  framed  a  new  creed,  where 
none  ever  existed  before,  surely  they  cannot  call  upon  us,  on  pain 
of  forfeiting  our  legal  and  religious  rights,  to  believe  and  acknowledge 
it;  there  is  no  principle  on  which  we  can  be  compelled  to  bow  down 
to  such  dictation.  In  order  to  understand  the  question  of  the  faith 
of  the  ancient  society  of  Friends,  it  becomes  necessary  for  us  to  look 
into  the  history  of  the  rise  and  establishment  of  that  society.  I  will 
not  fatigue  the  court  now  with  opening  books  upon  the  subject.  As 
I  progress  I  shall  have  occasion  to  refer  to  them. 

This  society  arose  in  England  about  the  year  1647,  when  Greorge 
Fox  first  appeared  and  began  to  preach  the  doctrines  of  the  society. 
It  arose  amidst  the  storms  and  convulsions  of  the  civil  government, 
and  at  a  period  of  great  religious  excitement  and  freedom  of  inquiry. 
The  great  deep  of  despotism  which  had  submerged,  as  well  Ae  dlvil 
as  the  religious  rights  of  mankind,  had  been  broken  up  by  the  agita- 
tions and  storms  which  had  prostrated  the  infallibility  of  popes  and 
priests,  overthrown  the  divine  rights  of  kings,  and  buried  in  one 
common  ruin  the  divine  rights  of  potentates  and  priestcraft,  and  its 
retiring  and  subsiding  waves  still  exhibited  the  evidences  of  its  fury 
and  the  fragments  of  its  wreck.  The  light  of  the  reformation  had 
diffused  a  general  knowledge  of  the  holy  Scriptures,  wh\dv  \J[ve;  ^i^ 
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gress  of  the  art  of  printing  had  brought  within  the  reach  of  all.  Bu 
it  had  not  borne  in  its  train  the  light  of  the  gospel  doctrine — univers 
love  and  Christian  charity  ;  for,  in  the  language  of  one  of  the  prim 
tive  fathers,  (Barclay,  p.  679,)  whom  our  adversaries  admit  to  fa 
orthodox,  <^  to  love  God  above  all  things,  and  our  neighbour  as  oui 
selves,  is  the  sum  not  only  of  the  law  but  of  the  gospel."  Tli 
Christian  world  at  that  time  was  divided  into  one  hundred  an 
seventy-six  sects,*  all  professing  their  belief  in  the  Scriptures,  bi 
agreeing  in  nothing  save  in  a  common  hatred  and  spirit  of  perseci 
tion  towards  each  other.  The  Christian  religion  was,  indeed,  merge 
in  speculative  theology  and  outward  ceremonials,  and  the  anti-chri; 
tian  spirit  of  persecution  by  fire  and  faggot,  which  disgraced  and  rei 
dered  odious  its  professors.  The  benign  Christian  spirit  of  toleratio 
found  no  resting-place  in  its  creeds ;  and  the  advocates  of  religioi 
freedom  had  to  seal  with  their  blood  the  truth  of  its  divine  origii 
The  gospel  love,  which  teaches,  « that  God  is  love,  and  they  th; 
dwell  in  love  dwell  in  God,  and  God  in  them,''  was  unknown  amon 
them.  That  inward  faith,  the  divine  essence  of  the  gospel,  whic 
operated  not  only  in  changing  men's  opinions,  but  in  changing  the 
hearts  and  way  of  worship,  and  which  showed  its  superior  power  i 
turning  them  from  their  lusts,  sensualities,  and  habitual  sins,  hs 
been  displaced  by  the  pride,  corrupt  nature,  and  sinful  practices  < 
man.  Sect  persecuted  sect,  as  the  change  of  events  gave  power;  an 
the  pride  of  man  attempting  to  cloak  itself  in  the  mantle  of  the  go 
pel,  exhibited  itself  only  in  violating  its  fundamental  dictates  and  pr 
cepts.  The  power  of  the  Church  of  Rome,  its  infallibility,  and  i 
control  of  the  arm  of  the  civil  government,  had  indeed  ceased,  bi 
creeds  and  confessions  of  faith,  which  were  made  the  instruments  < 
its  vengeance  and  bloody  persecution,  and  the  means  of  its  powe; 
abounded  among  all  the  sects  which  sprung  up  from  its  ruins.  T\ 
natural  consequence  was,  the  destruction  of  the  principles  of  tl 
Christian  religion — universal  love  and  charity. 

In  the^midst  of  these  convulsions,  which  eventuated  in  the  bchea< 
ing  of  a  king,  and  in  the  very  heart  of  these  fearful  religious  excib 
roents  and  dissentions,  George  Fox  appeared,  and  the  Quaker  societ 
arose,  despised,  hated,  and  persecuted;  as  appears  by  the  statement  < 
William  Penn,  in  his  preface  to  George  Fox's  Journal,  pages  II,  1- 
35,  &c. 

But,  notwithstanding  they  were  thus  frowned  upon,  they  wei 
steadfastly  forward  on  their  journey.  Their  objects,  views,  and  prii 
ciplpa^^s  well  as  their  religious  doctrines,  are  beautifully  set  forth  b 
those  great  champions  of  their  cause,  Barclay  and  Pcnn. 

From  that  time  to  the  period  of  this  unfortunate  controversy,  tfc 
society  has  progressed  and  flourished  in  peace  and  harmony ;  an 
their  doctrines,  whatever  may  be  said  of  their  abstract  theologies 
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merits,  have  been  the  means  of  effecting  a  great  and  beneficial  change 
in  the  civil  and  religious  rights  of  man. 

I  call  the  attention  of  the  court  to  the  views  entertained  of  this 
society  on  its  original  formation,  as  they  are  found  in  the  works  of 
Barclay,  pages  696,  7,  8,  9,  and  700. 

<<  A  sect  is  commonly  and  universally  taken  in  the  worst  part, 
and  always  so  understood,  where  it  is  mentioned  in  the  scripture  ; 
as  being  either  really  understood  of  such  as  tLvejustit/so  termed,  Act 
V.  17.  ch.  V.  5.  ch.  xxvi.  5.  or  reproachfully  cast  upon  such,  as  ought 
not  to  have  been  so  denominated,  Act.  xxiv.  5.  ch.  xxviii.  22.  For 
a  sect  is  a  company  of  people  following  the  opinions  and  inventions 
of  a  particular  m^an  or  men,  to  which  they  adhere  more,  and  for 
which  they  are  more  zealous,  than  for  thesimple,plain,  and  neceS" 
sary  doctrine  of  Christ.  But  such  as  are  not  a  sect,  nor  of  Si  sect,  are 
those,  that  follow  the  faith  aru/ doctrines  Q/*Christ,  and  receive  and 
believe  the  same,  as  purely  preached  and  held  forth  by  him  unto 
them;  and  not  as  by  the  recommendation  o/*man,  as  clouded  and 
encumbered  unth  their  interpretations  and  additions:  and  so  are 
mere  Christians,  and  yet  true  and  faithful  ones  too;  yea,,  the  most 
true  aud  fait/^fulJ^ 

"  The  nature  of  a  people^s  society,  and  the  causes  drawing  them 
together,  with  the  method  of  their  being  gathered,  does  much  con- 
tribute to  evidence,  whether  they  are  to  be  esteemed  a  sect  or  not  ? 
First,  whose  fellowship  stands  merely  in  judgment,  and  in  that 
which  reacheth  the  understanding,  and  so  are  joined  together  in 
and  for  one  opinion,  are  only  to  be  esteemed  a  sect,  however  trv^ 
their  notions  may  be  supposed  to  be.  For  the  true  principles  and 
doctrines  of  Christ,  albeit  they  do  truly  reach  the  understanding, 
and  require  its  assent;  yet  they  are  of  an  operative  nature.  How- 
ever Ihey  may  be  held  by  one  or  two  members  of  the  church,  with- 
out working  upon  their  hearts ;  yet  cannot  be  held,  nor  ever  were 
by  any  entire  society,  without  purifying  their  souls,  and  reaching 
to  and  working  upon  their  hearts  to  a  true  and  real  conversion,  I 
mean,  upon  the  greatest  and  most  considerable  part :  but  false  doc- 
trines may  be  firmly  believed  by  a  whole  society  wiihoui  having  any 
operation.  For  the  gathering  of  the  apostles  and  primitive  Chris- 
tians was  an  uniting  of  hearts,  and  not  of  heads  only  ;  those  three 
thousand  converts  were  pricked  in  their  hearts,  and  not  in  their 
heads  only.  Yea,  where  there  may  be  a  dissent  in  some  things  in 
point  of  judgment,  if  there  be  this  unity  of  heart  through  the  pre- 
vailing of  the  same  life  of  righteousness,  yet  the  ivuefelloymh^  is 
not  broken :  as  appeared  in  the  example  of  the  apostles  themselves. 

"  Now  these  people,  who  hold  forth  the  principles  and  doctrines 
hereafter  to  be  mentioned,  were  not  gathered  together  by  an  unity  of 
opinion,  or  by  a  tedious  and  particular  disquisition  of  notions  and 
opinions,  requiring  an  assent  to  them,  and  binding  themselves  hy 
leagues  and  covenants  thereto ;  but  the  manner  of  their  gathering 
was  by  a  secret  want,  which  many  truly  tender  and  serious  souls  ivv 


n 

divers  and  sundry  aecis  found  in  themselves  :  whidi  put  each 
upon  the  search  of  something  beyond  all  opitdan^  which  migl 
satisfy  their  weary  souls,  even  the  revelation  of  Ood^s  righieoik 
judgment  in  their  heart  to  burn  up  the  unrighteous  root  aH 
fruits  thereof ;  that  the  same  being  destroyed  and  done  away^  tb 
inward  peace  2LndJoy  of  the  Holt/  Spirit  in  the  soul  might  be  fei 
to  abound,  and  thence  power  and  /(/^  to  follow  him  in  all  his  com 
mandments.  And  so,  many  came  to  he  joined  and  united  togethe 
in  heart  and  spirit  in  this  one  l\fe  of  righteousness,  who  had  Ion 
been  wandering  in  the  several  sects  ;  and  by  the  inward  unity  cam 
to  be  gathered  in  one  body  :  from  whence  by  degrees  they  came  t 
find  themselves  agreed  in  the  plain  and  simple  doctrines  of  Christ. 
And  as  this  inward  power  they  longed  for,  and  felt  to  give  then 
victory  over  sin,  and  bring  the  peace  that  follows  thereon,  was  thai 
whereby  they  were  brought  unto  that  unity  and  community  togs 
ther ;  so  they  came  first  thence  to  accord  in  the  universal  preach 
ing  of  this  pouter  to  all,  and  directing  all  unto  it :  which  is  their  jSrt 
and  chitfest principle,  and  most  agreeable  to  this  universal  love,Ba 
shall  hereafter  show.  And  it  is  very  observable,  that  as  those,  whosi 
gathering  mnd  fellowship  arises  from  this  mere  unity  of  notions  am 
opinions,  do  usually  derive  their  name  and  designation  from  the jSr^ 
authors,  inventors,  and  fomenters  of  those  opinions,  (as  of  old  ih 
Brians,  Nestorians,  Manichaeans,  &c.  and  of  late  the  Luth^erans 
Calvinists,  Jlrminians,  Socinians,  Mennonites,  &c.)  so  those  peo 
pie,  whose  unity  and  fellowship  did  arise  from  their  mutal  sen» 
of  this  power  working  in  and  upon  their  souls,  that  society  derive 
not  their  name  from  any  particular  man ;  and  therefore  are  provi 
dentially  delivered  from  that  great  mark  of  a  sect.^* 

*^  As  the  nature  of  a  sect  ariseth  from  the  love  of  seffsind  itspra 
duction,  so  in  the  last  place  there  can  be  no  more  signal  or  certain 
mark  of  a  sect,  than  whe^i  a  people  seek  to  advance  andpropagati 
their  way  in  the  strength  of  their  own  spirits,  reckoning  thi 
preaching  and  publishing  thereof  by  their  own  natural,  or  acquired 
parts,  without  the  necessity  qfthe  inward  motion  of  the  Holy  Spirit, 
both  lawful  and  commendable ;  and  not  only  so,  but  the  advancing 
and  establishing  qf  the  same  by  outward  force  and  violence.  Fot 
here  is  man  working,  without  God  or  the  guidance  of  his  Spirit,  in 
his  own  mere  strength  and  will,  to  set  up  hia  own  images  and  tn* 
ventions  under  a  pretence  of  truths  and  pure  Christianity.  But 
those  that  dare  not  seek  to  advance  even  that  which  they  are  per' 
suddet^  truth,  in  their  own  will  and  spirit  (far  less  by  outward 
force  and  violence),  but  in  and  by  Ood^s  Spirit,  as  he  leads  and 

*  Which  external  agreement  as  well  in  doctrinea  as  in  the  practicee  necessarily  f<A 
lowing  thereupon,  became  as  one  external  bond  and  tie  of  their  outward  and  visibk 
felbwahip  obvious  to  the  world,  whereby  they  are  dtstinguished  even  to  the  observe 
turn  of  man  ftom  the  several  sects  professing  the  name  of  Ckriet ;  as  the  true  ChriB- 
iiane  of  old  were  by  theur  adkereneeXo  the  orthodox  prineipki  from  other  heretice,  thai 
laid  claim  lUcewise  to  be  CkrMans* 
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yes  to  it  by  his  life  BXkdpower^  show,  that  such  are  not  a  sectf  nor 
followers  of  man's  inventions^  but  of  Christ  alone,  waiting  to  follow 
Mmj  as  he  acts  and  moves  them  by  his  own  spirit  and  power : 
ind  therefore  are  no  sectarians^  but  mere  Christians. 

«  The  chief  and  first  principle  then  held  by  those  Christians,  which 

SI  observed  before)  naturally  ariseth  (and  was  assented  to  by  them) 
m  their  inward  sense,  that  tied  them  together,  is,  ^  That  there  is 
somewhat  of  God,  some  light,  some  grace,  some  power,  some  mea- 
mre  of  the  spirit,  some  divine,  spiritual,  heavenly,  substantial  life 
and  virtue  in  all  men,  which  is  a  faithful  witness  against  all  unrighte- 
OQsness  and  ungodliness  in  the  heart  of  man,  and  leads,  draws,  moves 
ind  inclines  the  mind  of  man  to  righteousness,  and  seeks  to  leaven 
him,  as  he  gives  way  thereunto,  into  the  nature  of  itself ;  whereby  an 
inward,  thorough,  and  real  redemption  may  be  wrought  in  the  hearts 
of  all  men,  of  whatsoever  nation,  country,  or  kindred  they  be,  not- 
withstanding whatsoever  outward  knowledge  or  benefit  they  be  by 
the  providence  of  God  necessarily  deprived  of.'  ^' 

<<  For  albeit  those,  who  hold  this  principle,  do  believe,  that  the 
outward  knowledge  of  Christ,  and  those  other  advantages,  which  from 
the  me  of  the  Scriptures  are  enjoyed  among  Christians,  are  very 
eomfortable,  and  conducing  to  facilitate  salvation  ;  yet  they  reckon 
them  not  absolutely  needful,  holding  them  only  to  be  integral,  and 
no  essential  parts  of  Christianity.  For  they  place  the  essence  or  being 
of  Christianity  only  in  the  true  and  real  conversion  of  the  heart,  by 
rirtae  of  the  operation  of  this  light,  seed,  and  grace  thei*e." 

Here  then  you  have  a  view  of  the  principles  on  which  the  society 
was  first  called  together,  and  you  find  that  the  primitive  Friends 
placed  the  essence  or  being  of  Christianity  on  the  true  and  real 
conversion  of  the  heart,  by  virtue  of  the  operation  of  the  inward 
light :  and  on  that  alone.  They  were  not  bound  down  by  creeds  or 
articles  of  faith  ;  their  fundamental  principle  consisted  not  in  the  par- 
ticular belief  of  the  trinitarian  doctrine,  nor  the  atonement,  nor  of  the 
authenticity  of  the  Scriptures,  but  in  the  manifestations  and  workings 
of  the  Spirit  of  Christ  within,  in  producing  a  life  of  righteousness  and 
purity.  And  they  held,  that  those  who  had  never  acknowledged, 
and  never  known  Jesus  Christ  outwardly,  might  still,  by  the  opera- 
tion of  that  light,  be  saved.  And  the  same  views  are  taken  by 
William  Penn,  in  his  preface  to  Fox's  Journal,  page  7.  He  thus 
q)eak8: 

^  As  superstition  is  blind,  so  it  is  heady  and  furious ;  for  all  must 
itoop  to  its  blind  and  boundless  zeal,  or  perish  by  it :  in  the  name  of 
the  Spirit,  persecuting  the  very  appearance  of  the  Spirit  of  God  in 
others,  and  opposing  that  in  them  which  they  resisted  in  themselves, 
viz.  the  light,  grace,  and  Spirit  of  the  Lord  Jesus  Christ ;  but  always 
under  the  notion  of  innovation,  heresy,  schism,  or  some  such  plausible 
name.  Though  Christianity  allows  of  no  name  or  pretence  whatever 
for  persecuting  of  any  man  for  matters  of  mere  religion  ;  religion 
being  in  its  very  nature  meek^  gentle,  and  forbear'mjL  \  ^xA  cotAY8\& 
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of  faith,  hope,  and  charityi  which  no  persecutor  can  have,  whilst  he 
remains  a  persecutor ;  in  that  a  man  cannot  believe  well,  or  hope 
well,  or  have  a  charitable  or  tender  regard  to  another,  whilst  he 
would  violate  his  mind  or  persecute  his  body  for  matters  of  faith  or 
worship  towards  his  God." 

And  in  pages  11, 12,  13,  and  14,  he  says :  <<  It  was  about  that  very 
same  time,  as  you  may  see  in  the  ensuing  annals,  that  the  eternal, 
wise,  and  good  God  was  pleased,  in  his  infinite  love,  to  honour  and 
visit  this  benighted  and  bewildered  nation  with  his  glorious  day- 
spring  from  on  high ;  yea  with  a  most  sure  and  certain  sound  of  the 
word  of  light  and  life,  through  the  testimony  of  a  chosen  vessel,  to 
an  effectual  and  blessed  purpose,  can  many  thousands  say :  Glory 
be  to  the  name  of  the  Lord  for  ever. 

<<For  as  it  reached  the  conscience,  and  broke  the  heart,  and 
brought  many  to  a  sense  and  search;  so  what  people  had  been  vainly 
seeking  without,  with  much  pains  and  cost,  they  by  this  ministry 
found  within  ;  where  it  was  they  wanted  what  they  sought  for,  viz. 
the  right  way  to  peace  with  God.  For  they  were  directed  to  the 
light  of  Jesus  Christ  within  them^  as  the  seed  and  leaven  of  the 
kingdom  of  God  ;  near  all,  because  in  all,  and  God's  talent  to  all. 
A  faithful  and  true  witness  and  just  monitor  in  every  bosom.     The 

irift  and  grace  of  God  to  life  and  salvation,  that  appears  to  all,  though 
ew  regard  it.  This,  the  traditional  Christian,  conceited  of  himsdif, 
and  strong  in  his  own  will  and  righteousness,  and  overcome  with 
blind  zeal  and  passion,  either  despised  as  a  low  and  common  thing, 
or  opposed  as  a  novelty,  under  many  hard  names  and  opprobrious 
terms;  denying,  in  his  ignorant  and  angry  mind,  any  fresh  manifesta- 
tion of  God^s  power  and  Spirit  in  man  in  these  days,  though  never 
more  needed  to  make  true  Christians :  not  unlike  those  Jews  of  old, 
tiiat  rejected  the  Son  of  God  at  the  very  same  time  that  they  blindly 
professed  to  wait  for  the  Messiah  to  come  ;  because,  alas,  he  appeared 
not  among  them  according  to  their  carnal  mind  and  expectation. 

<<  This  brought  forth  many  abusive  books,  which  filled  the  greater 
sort  with  envy,  and  lesser  with  rage,  and  made  the  way  and  progress 
of  this  blessed  testimony  strait  and  narrow  indeed  to  those  that  re- 
ceived it.  However,  God  owned  his  own  work,  and  this  testimony 
did  effectually  reach,  gather,  comfort,  and  estal}Iish  the  weary  and 
heavy  laden,  the  hungry  and  thirsty,  the  poor  and  needy,  the  mourn- 
ful and  sick  of  many  maladies,  that  had  spent  all  upon  physicians  of 
no  value,  and  waited  for  relief  from  heaven,  help  only  from  above  : 
seeing,  upon  a  serious  trial  of  all  things,  nothing  else  would  do  but 
Christ  himself,  the  light  of  his  countenance,  a  touch  of  his  garment, 
and  help  from  his  hand,  who  cured  the  poor  woman's  issue,  raised 
the  centurion^s  servant,  the  widow's  son,  the  ruler's  daughter,  and 
Peter'^s  mother,  and,  like  her,  they  no  sooner  felt  his  power  and  effi- 
cacy upon  their  souls,  but  they  gave  up  to  obey  him  in  a  testimony  to 
his  power,  and  with  resigned  wills  and  faithful  hearts,  through  all 
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moekingSy  contradictions,  beatings^  prisons,  and  many  other  jeopar* 
dies  that  attended  them  for  his  blessed  name's  sake. 

"  And  truly,  they  were  very  many  and  very  great ;  so  that  in  all 
human  probability  they  must  have  been  swallowed  up  quick  of  the 
proud  and  boisterous  waves  that  swelled  and  beat  against  them  ;  but 
that  the  God  of  all  their  tender  mercies  was  with  them  in  his  glo- 
rious authority,  so  that  the  hills  often  fled,  and  the  mountains  melted 
before  the  power  that  filled  them  ;  working  mightily  for  them,  as 
well  as  in  Uiem,  one  ever  following  the  other.     By  which  they  saw 
plainly,  to  their  exceeding  great  confirmation  and  comfort,  ^  that  all 
things  were  possible  with  him  with  whom  they  had  to  do.'     And 
that  the  more  that  which  God  required  seemed  to  cross  man's  wis- 
dom, and  expose  them  to  man's  wrath,  the  more  God  appeared  to 
help  and  carry  them  through  all  to  his  glory :  insomuch  that  if  ever 
any  people  could  say  in  truth,  <  Thou  art  our  sun  and  our  shield,  our 
rock  and  sanctuary,  and  by  thee  we  have  leaped  over  a  wall,  and  by 
thee  we  have  run  through  a  troop,  and  by  thee  we  have  put  the 
armies  of  the  aliens  to  flight,'  these  people  had  right  to  say  it.     And 
as  God  had  delivered  their  souls  of  the  wearisome  burdens  of  sin  and 
nnity,  and  enriched  their  poverty  of  spirit,  and  satisfied  their  great 
hunger  and  thirst  after  eternal  righteousness,  and  filled  them  with  the 

!;ood  things  of  his  own  house,  and  made  them  stewards  of  his  mani- 
bld  gifts  ;  80  that  they  went  forth  to  all  quarters  of  these  nations,  to 
declare  to  the  inhabitants  thereof,  what  God  had  done  for  them ;  what 
they  had  found,  and  where  and  how  they  had  found  it ;  viz.  the  way 
to  peace  with  God :  inviting  them  to  come  and  see  and  taste  for 
themselves,  the  truth  of  what  they  declared  unto  them. 

"And  as  their  testimony  was  to  the  principle  of  God  in  many 
the  precious  pearl  and  leaven  of  the  kingdom,  as  the  only  blessed 
means  appointed  of  God  to  quicken^  convince^  and  sanctify  man; 
80  they  opened  to  them  what  it  was  in  itself,  and  what  it  was  given 
to  them  for ;  how  they  might  know  it  from  their  own  spirit,  and  that 
of  the  subtle  appearance  of  the  evil  one,  and  what  it  would  do  for  all 
those,  whose  minds  are  turned  ofi*  from  the  vanity  of  the  world,  and 
its  lifeless  ways  and  teachers,  and  adhere  to  this  blessed  light  in  them- 
selves, which  discovers  and  condemns  sin  in  all  its  appearances,  and 
shows  how  to  overcome  it,  if  minded  and  obeyed  in  its  holy  mani- 
festations and  convictions  :  giving  power  to  such  to  avoid  and  resist 
those  things  that  do  not  please  God,  and  to  grow  strong  in  love,  faith, 
and  good  works :  that  so  man,  whom  sin  hath  made  as  a  wilderness, 
overrun  with  briers  and  thorns,  might  become  as  the  garden  of  God, 
cultivated  by  his  divine  power,  and  replenished  with  the  most  vir- 
taous  and  beautiful  plants  of  God's  own  right-hand  planting,  to  his 
eternal  praise/' 

In  pages  15,  and  16,  also:  ^<  Two  things  are  to  be  briefly  touched 
upon,  the  doctrine  they  taught,  and  the  example  they  led  among 
^1  people.  I  have  already  touched  upon  their  fundamental  prin- 
^V*^f  which  IB  Ba  the  comer-stone  of  their  fabric :  ond  Vo  ^^^^sik 
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eminently  and  properly,  their  characteristic!  or  main  distinguishinf 
point  or  principle,  viz.  t/ie  light  of  Christ  within^  as  GodPs  gift 
for  man*s  salvation.  This,  I  say,  is  as  the  root  of  the  goodly  tree  of 
doctrines  that  grew  and  branched  out  from  it,  which  I  shall  now 
mention  in  their  natural  and  experimental  order. 

"First,  repentance  from  dead  works  to  serve  the  living  Grod.  Which 
comprehends  three  operations.  First,  a  sight  of  sin.  Secondly,  a 
sense  and  godly  sorrow  for  it.  Thirdly,  an  amendment  for  the  time 
to  come.  This  was  the  repentance  they  preached  and  pressed,  and 
a  natural  result  from  the  principle  they  turned  all  people  unto.  For 
of  light  came  sight ;  and  of  sight  came  sense  and  sorrow  ;  and  of 
flense  and  sorrow,  came  amendment  of  life :  which  doctrine  of  repent- 
ance leads  to  justification;  that  is,  forgiveness  of  the  sins  that  are  past 
through  Christ,  the  alone  propitiation;  and  the  sanctification  or  pur- 
gation of  the  soul  from  the  defiling  nature  and  habits  of  sip  present; 
which  is  justification  in  the  complete  sense  of  that  word  ;  compre- 
hending both  justification  from  the  guilt  of  sins  that  are  past,  as  if 
fhey  had  never  been  committed,  through  the  love  and  mercy  of  God 
in  Christ  Jesus ;  and  the  creature'^s  being  made  inwardly  just  through 
the  cleansing  and  sanctifying  power  and  Spirit  of  Christ  revealed  in 
the  soul ;  which  is  commonly  called  sanctification. 

<<  From  hence  sprang  a  second  doctrine  they  were  led  to  declare, 
as  the  mark  of  the  prize  of  the  high  calling  of  all  true  Christians;  viz, 
perfection  from  sin,  according  to  the  Scriptures  of  truth,  which  tes- 
tify it  to  be  the  end  of  Christ^s  coming,  and  the  nature  of  his  king- 
dom, and  for  which  his  Spirit  was  given.  But  they  never  held  a 
perfection  in  wisdom  and  glory  in  this  life,  or  from  natural  infirmities 
w  death,  as  some  have  with  a  weak  or  ill  mind  imagined  and  insi- 
nuated against  them. 

"  This  they  called  a  redeemed  state,  regeneration,  or  the  new  birth; 
teaching  every  where  according  to  their  foundation,  that  without 
this  work  were  known,  there  was  no  inheriting  the  kingdom  of  God. 

<<  Third,  to  an  acknowledgment  of  eternal  rewards  and  punish- 
ment, as  they  have  good  reason  ;  for  else  of  all  people,  certainly  they 
must  be  the  most  miserable  :  who  for  about  forty  years  have  been 
exceeding  great  sufierers  for  their  profession,  and  in  some  cases 
treated  worse  than  the  worst  of  men,  yea  as  the  refuse  and  off-SQOur- 
iog  of  all  things. 

"  This  was  the  purport  of  their  doctrine  and  ministry ;  which,  for 
the  most  part,  is  what  other  professors  of  Christianity  pretend  to  hold 
in  words  and  forms,  but  not  in  the  power  of  godliness;  that  has  been 
long  lost  by  men's  departing  from  that  principle  and  seed  of  life  that 
is  in  man,  and  which  man  has  not  regarded,  but  lost  the  sense  of,  and 
in  and  by  which  he  can  only  be  quickened  in  his  mind  to  serve  the 
living  God  in  newness  of  life.  For  as  the  life  of  religion  was  lost, 
and  the  generality  lived  and  worshipped  God  after  their  own  wills, 
and  not  after  the  will  of  God,  nor  the  mind  of  Christ,  which  stood 
in  the  works  and  fruits  of  Uic  Holy  Spirit ;  so  tJuit  which  they 
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as  being  sensible  in  themselves,  through  the  work  of  God^s  righteous 
jodgments,  that  without  holiness  no  man  should  ever  see  the  Lord 
with  comfort. 

<<  Besides  these  doctrines,  and  out  of  them  as  the  larger  branches, 
there  sprang  forth  several  particular  doctrines,  that  did  exemplify  and 
further  explain  the  truth  and  efficacy  of  the  general  doctrine  before 
observed  in  their  lives  and  examples.  As,  I.  Communion  and  loving 
one  another."  &c.  &c. 

Again,  pages  2Qj  27,  <^The  bent  and  stress  of  their  ministry  was 
conversion  to  God,  regeneration,  and  holiness ;  not  schemes  of  doc- 
trines and  verbal  creeds,  or  new  forms  of  worship ;  but  a  leaving  off 
in  religion  the  superfluous,  and  reducing  the  ceremonious  and  formal 
part,  and  pressing  earnestly  the  substantial,  the  necessary  and  profit- 
able part;  as  all  upon  a  serious  reflection  must  and  do  acknowledge. 
^They  directed  people  to  a  principle,  by  which  all  that  they 
asserted,  preached,  and  exhorted  others  to,  might  be  wrought  in 
them,  and  known,  through  experience,  to  them  to  be  true;  which  is 
a  high  and  distinguishing  mark  of  the  truth  of  their  ministry;  both 
that  they  knew  what  they  said,  and  were  not  afraid  of  coming  to  the 
test  For  as  they  were  bold  from  certainty,  so  they  required  con- 
formity upon  no  human  authority,  but  upon  conviction,  and  the  con- 
Tiction  of  this  principle,  which  they  asserted  was  in  them  that  they 
preached  unto,  and  unto  that  directed  them,  that  they  might  examine 
and  prove  the  reality  of  those  things  which  they  had  affirmed  of  it, 
aod  its  manifestation  and  work  in  man." 

And  again,  page  33,  <<  The  power  they  exercise  is  such  as  Christ 
has  given  to  his  own  people  to  the  end  of  the  world  in  the  persons 
of  his  disciples;  viz.  to  oversee,  exhort,  reprove,  and  after  long- 
io&ring  and  waiting  upon  the  disobedient  and  refractory,  to  dis- 
own them  as  any  more  of  their  communion,  dr  that  they  will  any 
longer  stand  charged  in  the  sight  and  judgment  of  God  or  men  with 
their  conversation  or  behaviour  as  one  of  them  until  they  repent 
The  subject-matter  about  which  this  authority,  in  any  of  the  fore- 
going branches  of  it,  is  exercised,  is,  first,  in  relation  to  common  and 
general  practice:  and,  secondly,  about  those  things  that  more  strictly 
refer  to  their  own  character  and  profession,  and  distinguish  them 
from  all  other  professors  of  Christianity ;  avoiding  two  extremes  upon 
which  many  split,  viz.  persecution  and  libertinism.  A  coercive 
power  to  whip  people  into  the  temple;  that  such  as  will  not  conform, 
though  against  faith  land  conscience,  shall  be  punished  in  their  per- 
sons or  estates;  or  leaving  all  loose  and  at  large  as  to  practice,  unac- 
countable to  all  but  God  and  the  magistrate.  To  which  hurtful  ex- 
treme nothing  has  more  contributed,  than  the  abuse  of  church  power 
by  such  as  sufier  their  passions  and  private  interests  to  prevail  with 
them  to  carry  it  to  outward  force  and  corporal  punishment;  a  prac- 
tice tbey  have  been  taught  to  dislike  by  their  extreme  sufferings. 
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as  well  as  their  knoum  principle  for  a  universal  liberty  of  oe 
science, 

^  On  the  other  hand  they  equally  dislike  an  independency  in 
ciety ;  an  unaccountablencss  in  practice  and  conversation  to  the  ter 
of  their  own  communion,  and  to  those  that  are  the  members  of 
They  distinguish  between  imposing  any  practice  that  immediat< 
regards  faith  or  worship,  (which  is  nether  to  be  done,  nor  suffer 
or  submitted  unto,)  and  requiring  Christian  compliance  with  thi 
methods  that  only  respect  church  business  in  its  more  civil  part  a 
concern,  and  that  regard  the  discreet  and  orderly  7naintenance 
the  character  of  the  society,  as  a  sober  and  religious  community. 
short,  T^hat  is  for  the  promotion  of  holiness  and  charity,  that  n 
may  practise  what  they  profess,  live  up  to  their  own  principles,  i 
not  be  at  liberty  to  give  the  lie  to  their  own  profession  without  rebu 
They  compel  none  to  join  them,  but  oblige  those  that  are  of  them 
walk  suitably,  or  they  are  denied  by  them:  that  is  all  the  mark  tl 
set  upon  them,  and  the  power  they  exercise,  or  judge  a  Christian 
ciety  can  exercise  upon  those  that  are  the  members  of  it.'' 

Both  these  writers,  then,  agree  in  placing  the  foundation^  of  th 
society  on  the  principles  of  universal  love  and  charity.  This,  tl 
say,  is  the  gospel  doctrine  which  requires  that  we  should  '^  dc 
others  as  we  would  have  others  do  unto  us,  and  that  we  should  li 
Crod  above  all  things."  And  this,  as  before  expressed  by  Barcl 
is  the  sum  of  the  law  and  the  gospel. 

William  Penn,  in  his  works,  2d  vol.  pages  230,  231,  says, "  Chi 
tianity  then  is  not  an  historical  beliqfofthe  exterior  acts,  the  t 
Christ  did  in  that  bodily  appearance,  which  is  but  historical  Ch$ 
tianity,  as  our  adversary  weakly  argues;  for  that  was  the  least  p 
of  it,  since  Christianity  is  that  which  brings  to  God,  which  th 
sands  that  believe  only  the  other  will  never  arrive  at :  but  a  fi 
beliqf  in  him  that  so  appeared,  lived,  died,  rose  and  ascend 
both  as  testified  of  in  the  Scriptures  of  truth,  and  moreespecia 
as  he  breaks  in  upon  the  soul  by  his  divine  discoveries,  as  the  t\ 
light  enlightening  every  man,  this  I  call  Christianity;  and  /i 
man  is  a  child  of  light,  who  obeys  that  light;  a  true  Chri^ti 
who  is  Christ-like;  a  child  of  God,  and  heir  of  the  promise^  u 
is  inwardly  renewed  and  begot  anew  of  the  i?icorruptibfe  st 
and  word  of  God.  For  those  who  were  Christians  of  old,  were  si 
as  came  to  know  Christ,  no  more  after  the  flesh,  but  as  the  sect 
Adam,  the  Lord  from,  heaven,  the  quickening  spirit,  who  saic 
am  the  resurrection  and  the  life;  really  witnessing  him  to  be  t 
in  themselves,  wherefore  they  believed,  and  upon  repentance, 
ceived  remission  of  sins  and  eternal  salvation.  And  I  do  affii 
that  Christianity  stands  in  the  manifestation  of  a  measure  of  t 
righteous  powevy  wisdom,  truth,  and  life  in  the  soul,  which 
peared  so  largely  and  gloriously  in  that  body  at  Jerusalem,,  to  w< 
repentance,  then  give  remission,  so  renew,  redeem,  and  finally  sa' 
and  who  came  to  be  made  sensible  of  that  heavenly  treasure  in  th 
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mortal  bodies,  and  to  improve  it  as  good  stewards,  were  possessors 
of  true  Christianityj  and  therefore  right  Christians.  The  dis- 
tinction betwixt  moral  and  Christian,  the  making  holy  life  legal,  and 
ftith  in  the  history  of  Christ's  outward  manifestation  only,  have  been 
a  deadly  poison  these  latter  ages  have  been  ir^ected  withj  to  the 
destruction  of  godly  living,  and  apostatizing  of  those  churches,  in 
whom  there  mi^ht  once  have  been  begotten,  some  earnest,  living 
thirst  after  the  inward  life  of  righteousness.'' 

I  think  from  these  citations  we,  with  certainty,  lay  down  that  the 
principles  which  I  have  stated  are  those  which  gathered  the  society 
of  Friends  together;  and  it  followed  as  a  necessary  consequence  from 
this  great  fundamental  truth  of  the  light  within,  the  great  character- 
istic of  the  society,  that  they  repudiated  all  schemes  of  doctrine,  con- 
fessions of  faith,  creeds,  and  outward  ceremonials,  or  forms  of  wor- 
ship. And  in  almost  every  book  which  I  can  open,  the  court  will 
find  that  the  doctrine  of  creeds  is  expressly  and  utterly  repudiated. 
Barclay,  in  his  explanatory  postscript  to  his  <<  Anarchy  of  the  Ran- 
ters," page  241,  of  his  works,  says:  <<  Whereas,  it  was  thought  strangC} 
that  I  should  call  doctrines  and  principles  the  bonds  and  terms  otour 
bdng  together,  I  understand  it  only  of  an  outward  bond:  and  that  I 
hid  the  stress  upon  it  no  further,  appears  in  that  I  affirm,  those /?rtn- 
dples  and  doctrines  to  be  the  product  of  truth^s  power  and  virtue 
upon  the  heart;  which  appears,  by  what  is  printed  upon  the  margin. 
<<  And  William  Rogers  saying  in  his  papers,  that  this  was  but  like 
the  entertainment  of  Uhrist  in  the  manger,  shows  too  little  of  Chris- 
tiin  sobriety,  and  too  much  of  a  scornful  reflection;  for  which  I  will 
nther  choose  to  forgive  him,  than  therein  to  contend  with  him.  For 
how  much  I  value  that  inward  bond  (to  wit,  the  life  of  righteousness) 
beyond  the  outward ;  and  that  I  esteem  the  outward  not  at  all  to  be 
valued  but  as  it  comes  from  the  inward,  may  be  seen  throughout  all 
I  have  written  in  my  Apology  upon  the  tenth  proposition,  and  else- 
where. And  my  affirming,  that  any  denying  of  any  of  the  truth's  prin- 
ciples and  doctrines  is  a  ground  of  disowning,  was  only  in  respect, 
that  who  do  so,  do  manifestly  thence  make  it  appear,  they  have 
hroken  the  inward  bond  first,  from  which  that  outward  did  natu- 
rally spring  and  arise.'^  That  is  to  say,  by  departing  from  the  life  of 
righteousness,  which  is  the  inward  bond. 

And  William  Pen n,  vol.  1,  page  744,  says,  "Those  capital  sins 
and  errors  that  relate  to  the  ecclesiastical  state  or  church  capacity  of 
these  kingdoms,  and  which  are  so  inconsistent  with  Christian  re- 
Kgion  and  purest  protestancy,  and  that  above  all,  displease  Almighty 
God,  are, 

«  First  Making  opinions  articles  o/* faith,  at  least  giving  them  the 
reputation  of  faith,  and  making  them  the  bond  of  Christian  so- 
titty. 

"  Secondly.  Mistaking  the  nature  q/'true  faith,  and  taking  that 
for  faith  which  is  not  gospel  faith. 
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**  Thirdly.  Debasing  the  true  value  of  morality,  under  pretence 
qf  higher  things?  mistaking  much  qf  the  end  q/* Christ's  coming. 

"  Fourthly.  Preferring  human  audiority  above  reason  and  truth, 

<*  Fifthly.  Propagating  faith  by  force,  and  imposing  religion  by 
« worldly  compulsion.'^ 

Also  in  page  748:  <<  But  if  it  be  true,  as  true  it  is,  that  few  have 
writ  of  the  divine  authority  of  Scripture,  who  do  not  affirm  that  the 
very  penmen  of  it  were  not  only  inspired  by  the  Holy  Ghost,  but  so 
extraordinarily  acted  by  him,  as  that  they  were  wholly  asleep  to  their 
own  will,  desires,  or  affections,  like  people  taken  out  of  themaelves, 
and  purely  passive,  tis  clay  in  the  hand  ofthepotter^  to  the  revelO' 
tion^  willf  and  motion  of  the  spirit;  and  for  this  end,  that  nothing 
delivered  by  them  might  have  the  least  possibility  of  mistake,  error, 
or  imperfection,  but  be  ^complete  declaration  of  the  will  qf  God 
to  men;  I  cannot  see  which  way  such  men  can  excuse  themselves 
from  great  presumption,  that  will,  notwithstanding,  have  the  unml- 
ing  of  creeds  qf  communiony  and  reject  that  declaration  of  faith  as 
insufficient,  which  is  delivered  in  the  very  terms  of  the  Holy  Ghost; 
and  deny  those  persons  to  be  members  of  Christ's  church,  that  in 
conscience  refuse  to  subscribe  any  other  draught  than  that  the  Lord 
has  given  them. 

<<  Two  things  oppose  themselves  to  this  practice:  the  glory  qfOodj 
and  the  honour  of  the  Scripture;  in  that  it  naturally  draws  people 
from  the  regard  due  to  God  and  the  Scripture,  and  begets  too  much 
respect  for  men  and  their  tradition.  This  was  the  difficulty  Chriirt 
met  with,  and  complained  of  in  his  time ;  they  had  set  up  so  many 
rabbles  to  learn  them  religion,  that  the  Lord  of  the  true  religion 
could  hardly  find  place  amongst  them.  And  what  did  they  do? 
They  taught  for  doctrines  the  traditions  of  men:  they  gave  their 
own  and  their  predecessors'  apprehensions,  constructions,  and  para- 
phrases upon  Scripture,  for  the  mind  and  will  of  God,  the  rule  of  the 
people's  faith.  They  were  near  at  this  pass  in  the  church  of  Co- 
rinthy  when  they  cried  out,  lam.  for  Paul,  lam  for  Apollos,  and 
lam.  for  Cephas,  though  they  had  not  the  same  temptation. 

"  And  that  which  followed  them,  ever  will  follow  in  the  like  case, 
and  that  is  distraction;  which  is  the  contrary  to  the  second  thing 
that  opposeth  itself  to  this  practice,  and  that  is  the  concord  of  Chris- 
tians." 

And  in  page  751,  William  Penn  remarks :  <<  It  had  been  happy 
for  the  world,  that  there  had  been  no  other  creeds,  than  what  he 
[Christ]  and  his  apostles  gave  and  left.  And  it  is  not  the  least  argu- 
ment against  their  being  needful  to  Christian  communiony  that 
Christ  and  his  apostles  did  not  think  so,  who  were  not  wanting 
to  declare  the  whole  counsel  of  God  to  the  Church.^^ 

And  again,  page  759:  "Fc  shall  know  them,  by  their  fruits,  saith 
Christ  of  the  pharisees;  so  shall  men  know  them,  that  sincerely  be- 
lieve and  confess  Christ,  by  their  sanctified  manners  and  blameless 
conversations.    And  wo  from  the  true  and  just  God  to  them  that 
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nke  other  distinctions!  for  (rod  has  made  no  other;  there  will  be 
ut  goats  and  sheep  at  the  last  day;  holy  and  unholy;  just  and  unjust. 
1>erefore  let  that  be  our  distinction,  which  ever  was  and  will  be 
lod's  distinction ;  for  all  other  measures  are  the  effects  of  the  passions 
od  presumptions  of  men/' 

And  in  page  779,  of  the  same  volume,  he  thus  speaks  in  relation 
0  this  subject:  <'  To  talk  of  believing  as  the  church  believes,  to  flour- 
sh  upon  that  self-denial  and  humility  which  takes  all  upon  trust, 
ind  revile  those  with  the  bitterest  invectives  that  are  modestly  scru- 
golous  and  act  the  Bereans  for  their  souls,  (who  think  that  easiness 
i)f  nature  and  condescension  may  be  better  used,  and  in  this  occasion 
ii  ill  placed  and  dan^rous,)  is  to  put  the  knife  to  the  throat  of  pro- 
Mancy;  and,  what  m  them  lies,  to  sacrifice  it  to  implicit  faith  and 
Uind  obedience.  For  it  cannot  be  denied  but  that  the  ereat  founda- 
tioD  of  our  Protestant  religion  is  the  divine  authority  of  the  Scriptures 
bom  without  us,  and  the  testimony  and  illumination  of  the  Holy 
Spirit  within  us.  Upon  this  foot  the  first  Reformers  stood,  and  made 
nd  maintained  their  separation  from  Rome,  and  freely  offered  up 
their  innocent  lives  in  confirmation.  With  good  cause,  therefore,  it 
iitbe  general  consent  of  all  sound  Protestant  writers,  that  neither 
tnditions^  councils,  nor  canons  of  any  visible  church,  much  less  the 
edicts  of  any  civil  sessions  or  jurisdiction,  but  the  Scriptures  only, 
interpreted  by  the  Holy  Spirit  in  us,  give  the  final  determination  in 
muters  of  religion,  and  that  only  in  the  conscience  of  every  Chris- 
tiiD  to  himselll  Which  protestation,  made  by  the  first  public  re- 
brmers  against  the  imperial  edicts  of  Charles  the  Fifth,  imposing 
ehorch  traditions  without  Scripture  authority,  gave  first  beginning  to 
the  name  of  Protestant,  and  with  that  name  hath  ever  been  received 
this  doctrine,  which  prefers  the  divine  authority  of  the  Scripture  and 
ipirit  to  that  of  the  church  and  her  traditions.  And  if  the  church  is 
wt  sufficient  to  be  implicitly  believed,  as  we  hold  it  is  not,  what  can 
Jiere  else  be  named  of  more  force  with  us,  but  the  divine  illumina- 
ioQ  in  the  conscience,  or  conscience  in  the  best  sense  of  the  word; 
iian  which,  God  only  is  greater?  But  if  any  man  shall  pretend  that 
lie  Scripture  judges,  according  to  his  conceptions  or  conscience,  for 
Aher  men,  and  that  they  must  take  their  religious  measures  by  the 
ine  of  his  direction;  such  a  person  makes  himself  greater  than  either 
dkurch,  Scripture,  or  conscience.  And,  pray,  let  us  consider  if  in 
inything  the  pope  is  by  our  Protestant  divinity  so  justly  resembled 
A  Antichrist,  as  in  assuming  infallibility  over  conscience  and  Scrip- 
ure,  to  determine  as  he  thinks  fit;  and  so  in  effect  to  give  the  law  to 
3od,  Scripture,  magistrates,  and  conscience.  To  this  Protestants 
uve,  without  scruple,  applied  that  to  the  Thessalonians,  <  sitting  in  the 
lempie  of  God,  exalting  himself  above  all  that  is  called  God.' 

*<  To  check  this  exorbitancy,  the  apostle  Paul  demands,  <  Who  art 
hoa  that  iudgest  another's  servant?  to  his  own  Lord  he  stands  or 
alls.'  Which  showeth  with  great  evidence,  that  Christians  of  all 
ues,  great  and  small,  are  but  brethren,  and  consequet\l\y,  ;A\  «\v^- 
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fiority,  lordship,  and  imposition  are  excluded:  but  if  there  beadifier- 
cnce,  His  in  this,  that,  as  Christ  taught,  he  that  is  greatest  is  to  he 
servant  to  the  rest.  But  what  is  more  opposite  to  a  servant  than  a 
lord,  and  to  service  than  injunction  and  imposition,  and  that  on  pe* 
nalties  too?  here  it  is  that  Christ  is  Lord  and  lawgiver,  who  is  only 
king  of  this  inward  kingdom  of  the  soql.  And  it  is  to  be  noted  that 
th^  apostle  did  not  write  this  to  a  private  brother,  or  in  some  special 
ease,  out  to  the  churchy  as  a  general  and  standing  truth,  and  therefore 
DOW  as  authentic  and  proper  as  then.  And  if  this  be  true,  I  cannot 
see  how  any,  or  evep  the  most  part  of  the  chur^y  that  are  still  but 
brethren  to  the  rest,  of  one  voluntary  communion  and  prqfesaiant 
can  with  any  show  of  reason  impose  upon  them,  and  escape  the  re- 
proof of  this  Sc]4pture;  fb^r  all  societies  are  to  govern  themaelvesy 
according  to  their  institution,  and  first  principles  of  union.  Where 
there  is  violence  upon  this  part,  tyranny  and  not  order  is  introduced. 
Now  since  persuasion  and  conviction  began  all  true  Chriatian  socie* 
ties,  they  must  uphold  themselves  upon  the  same  free  bottom,  or 
they  turn  antichristian.  I  beseech  you,  here  let  us  examine  ourselves 
iaithfully,  and  I  am  persuaded  that  something  of  this  will  yet  appear 
among  some  of  us,  who  show  great  reverence  to  that  free  name.'' 

The  court  adjourned  till  to-morrow  morning. 


Tuesday  Mornings  July  30. 

Mr.  Wall  proceeded; 

I  was  endeavouring  to  satisfy  the  Court  that  the  ancient  society 
of  Friends,  and  their  most  approved  authors,  repudiated  the  system 
of  creeds;  and  I  cited  numerous  passages  from  the  works  of  Penn,  to 
show  the  opinion  which  he,  as  I  supposed,  in  common  with  the  rest 
of  the  society  of  Friends  entertained  on  that  important  subject.  I 
now  refer  the  court  to  another  work,  entitled  <<  Claridge's  Melius 
Inquirendum,"  pages  212,  213: 

<<  There  is  a  wonderful  fondness  in  some  men  to  be  making  of 
creeds,  articles,  fundamental  principles,  &c.,  and  prescribing  them 
unto  others,  as  distinctive  marks,  or  necessary  terms  of  church  fel- 
lowship. But  blessed  be  the  name  of  the  Lord,  who  hath  taught  us 
another  and  better  way  of  entering  into  church  society,  which  is  by 
the  door  Christ  Jesus,  the  only  way  of  access  to  God,  and  so  to  coii^* 
munion  one  with  another  in  the  things  of  God. 

<<  Thomas  EilwQod  having  well  expressed  this  matter,  I  shall  deli- 
ver it  in  his  words,  viz.  *  To  be  drawn  together  by  the  inward  force 
and  virtqe  of  truth,  through  the  operation  of  the  divine  spirit  in  the 
heart,  into  an  agreement  in  the  belief  of  the  same  prineiples,  doo- 
trines,  and  points  of  faith;  and  so  also  to  agree  substantially  in  making 
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onfession  thereof,  when  and  wheresoever  the  honor  of  God  requires 
tofus.' 

"  For  it  is  this  divine  power  and  virtue  that  truly  and  rightly 
;ither9  us  into  church  society,  into  a  spiritual  brotherhood,  by 
Diking  us  one  in  the  Lord,  and  in  the  things  pertaining  to  the  king- 
lom  of  Grod.  This  is  an  inward  work,  wrought  in  our  hearts  by  the 
iflectual  operation  of  the  Holy  Spirit.  A  work  which  no  formal  or 
noQth  confession  of  any  principles  drawn  up  by  man^s  wisdom  can 
!lfect.  Not  that  we  are  against  a  free  confessing  with  the  mouth 
those  fundamental  principles,  which  the  holy  Scriptures^deliver  ni 
whf  when  men  are  brought  into  the  belief  and  knowledge  of  them 
kj  the  power  of  truUi  upon  their  hearts;  but  the  thing  that  we  ap- 
jirove  not  of,  is,  the  composing  of  creeds  and  artides  in  unscriptural 
apffesBions,  and  imposing  a  verbal  confession  of  them  in  man^s  will 
lod  time,  as  terms  of  entrance  into,  and  continuance  in  church  so- 
ciety, without  due  regard  to  convincement  of  the  understanding,  and 
itDovation  of  heart  and  life. 

**  The  degeneracy  of  the  churches  frofm  the  inward  power,  life,  and 
virtue  of  religion,  first  made  way  for  these  outward  tests  and  lifeless 
terms  of  communion.  And  if  ever  they  be  recovered  out  of  the 
ipostacy,  it  must  be  by  an  effectual  return  to,  and  joining  with,  that 
divine  life  and  light  of  Christ  in  the  heart,  which  alone  can  unite 
them  to  God,  and  to  one  another  in  that  spiritual  fellowship  which  is 
of  God." 

In  the  first  volume  of  Penn's  works,  paees  795,  6,  there  is  another 
Mrong  expression  on  this  point.  But  I  will  not  occupy  the  time  of 
the  court  by  reading  the  whole  of  this  long  passage.  On  inspecting 
it  the  gentlemen  wilt  find  that  he  maintains  the  same  principles  be- 
fine  expressed.  I  will  only  read  one  short  passage  from  page  883; 
of  the  2d  vol.  of  his  works: 

<'  To  conclude,  as  it  hath  pleased  the  Lord  to  bless  us,  in  the  way 
Alt  we  have  hitherto  been  helped  to  walk  in,  with  that  great  bless- 
mg  which  tishered  in  the  birth  of  our  blessed  Lord  into  the  world/ 
8ir.  Glory  to  6ody  peace  on  earthy  and  good^ivill  to  meni  so'  we 
earnestly  desire  the  same  upon  all  our  neighbours :  for  though  we 
bay  not  be  alt  of  one  mind  in  some  doctrinal  parts  of  religion,  w^ 
nmst  of  necessity  be  all  of  one  sehtiTnent  in  the  great  and  genctaT 
hty  of  holinessy  or  else  we  can  never  see  God.  And  if  that  is  our 
principal  aim  and  endeavour,  we  shall  less  fall  out  by  the  way,  about 
words,  forms,  and  the  outside  of  things:  But  universal  charityi 
which  is  the  most  excellent  way,  and  witliout  which  the  best  of 
erceds  is  but  as  a  sounding  brass,  &c.  will  silence  controversy,  and, 
blot  out  all  ignominious  characters;  remembering  that  the  great 
ludgt,  at  the  last  day,  will  determine  us,  not  according  to  our 
names  but  natures;  not  our  profession,  but  ouf  lives;  not  oiir  bare, 
heUef,  (though  of  unquestionable  truths,)  but  iaorks;  {ot  God  ivill, 
bring  every  work  to  judgment,  with  every  secret  thing,  ivhethet  it 
&e  good  or  evil,  Ecclcs.  xii.  14.'' 
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These  arc  sufficient  to  show  William  Pernios  view  of  tbe  iocon- 
sistency  of  any  written  faith  with  those  fundamental  principles  pro- 
fessed by  the  society. 

In  the  7th  vol.  of  Fox's  Works,  p.  159,  160,  161,  and  162,  will 
be  found  the  following:  it  is  entitled  <^  An  Epistle  General  to  them 
who  are  of  the  royal  priesthood  and  chosen  generation;  given  fordi 
from  the  movings  of  the  power  and  spirit  of  truth,  and  now  made  pub- 
lic. To  be  sent  abroad  among  the  saints  scattered  in  Old  and  New 
England,  Germany,  Holland,  Ireland,  Scotland,  Barbadoes,  and  Vir- 
ginia, for  them  to  read  in  the  fear  of  the  Lord. 

<<  Friends, — Let  all  that  ye  do  be  done  in  the  name  of  the  Lord 
Jesus  Chris^  by  whom  all  things  were  made  and  created,  that  ye 
may  do  that  which  ye  do  in  the  true  dominion,  and  then  what  ye  do, 
ye  do  in  the  power  of  God.  And  all  friends  dwell  in  love,  for  that 
is  the  mark  of  a  disciple,  and  the  fruits  of  faith  and  the  spirit;  which 
love,  out  of  a  pure  heart,  is  the  end  of  the  commandment,  and  fulfils 
the  law,  and  in  that  is  edification  and  building,  and  the  fruita  of 
being  passed  from  death  to  life;  there  is  love  to  God,  brethren,  and 
enemies,  being  in  the  seed  that  destroys  death  and  the  power  of  it, 
the  devil. 

^<  We  need  no  mass  to  teach  us,  for  the  spirit  that  gave  forth  the 
Scripture,  teacheth  us  how  to  pray,  sing,  praise,  rejoice,  honour,  and 
worship  God,  and  in  what;  and  how  to  walk  and  to  behave  ourselves 
to  God  and  man,  and  leadeth  us  into  all  truth,  in  which  is  our  unity, 
and  it  is  our  comforter,  and  guide,  and  leader,  and  not  men  without, 
who  say  they  have  not  the  spirit  and  power  that  the  apostles  had, 
that  gave  forth  the  Scriptures. 

<<  And  we  need  not  your  common  prayer  to  teach  us,  for  the  spirit 
that  gave  forth  Scriptures  teacheth  us  how  to  pray,  sing,  fast,  and  to 
give  thanks,  and  to  praise  and  worship,  and  in  what;  and  how  to 
honour  and  glorify  God;  and  how  to  walk  before  him  and  men;  and 
how  to  use  all  creatures  upon  the  earth;  and  leadeth  and  guideth  into 
all  truth,  which  was  given  forth  from  it,  which  reproves  the  world  of 
sin ;  that  is  our  comforter,  leader,  and  guider,  by  which  we  know 
sonship,  and  in  which  we  have  unity,  and  this  doth  never  change, 
fiut  that  which  man  doth  invent,  and  their  prayers  and  forms  (who 
say  that  they  have  not  the  same  spirit  which  gave  forth  the  Scrip- 
tures) do  change.  But  the  spirit  that  gave  forth  Scriptures  teacheth 
us  how  to  pray,  speak,  sing,  fast,  give  thanks,  and  how  to  read  them 
with  understanding,  and  how  to  walk  before  God  and  man,  and  how 
to  worship  God,  and  in  what;  for  it  leadeth  us  into  all  truth;  which 
is  our  comforter,  in  which  we  have  unity  and  fellowship,  and  to  know 
the  true  religion,  which  doth  never  change. 

<<  And  so  the  spirit  of  truth,  which  gave  forth  the  Scriptures,  is 
our  director,  guide,  leader,  and  comforter,  which  reproveth  the  world 
for  sin.  And  this  leadeth  to  see  the  end  of  all  directories  which  men 
invent,  who  have  not  the  spirit  tlie  apostles  had;  and  when  they  can- 
not hold  it  up,  they  cry  to  the  powers  of  the  earth  to  help  them. 
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And  thene'we  see  are  erred  from  the  spirit,  and  without  the  spirit,  with 
whom  we  cannot  trust  our  bodies,  spirits,  nor  souls  into  their  hands, 
but  have  committed  them  to  the  Liord,  whose  they  are. 

^  And  we  are  a  people  that  are  redeemed  froAi  the  earth  and  world, 
and  need  none  of  your  church-made  faith,  which  ye  have  framed  and 
made  in  eleven  days^  time,  and  your  other  three  days  set  apart  For 
Christ  is  the  author  of  our  faith,  which  is  the  gift  of  God,  which  is  a 
mystery  held  in  a  pure  conscience;  and  we  say  that  all  the  priests  in 
SMtland,  London,  and  New  England,  cannot  make  the  gift  of  God, 
the  mystery  which  is  the  faith  which  remains,  and  by  which  men 
are  justified  and  saved,  neither  have  they  power  over  it;  which  brings 
us  to  have  access  to  God,  and  giveth  us  victory  over  that  which  se- 
parated us  from  God.  And  so  we  need  none  of  their  faith  to  lead 
us,  for  the  faith  Christ  is  the  author  of  we  live  in,  which  they  cannot 
make  nor  frame.  And  though  they  may  cry  to  the  magistrates  to 
help  them  to  uphold  their  made  faith,  (which  idol  they  cannot  hold  up 
themselves,)  which  they  have  invented,  and  say,  <  they  are  not  in  the 
life  and  power  as  they  were  in  that  gave  forth  the  Scriptures;'  and 
ay,  <  revelation  has  ceased  from  people,  and  there  is  no  victory  while 
they  are  upon  the  earth.'  These  are  the  fruits  of  their  framed  faith, 
which  we  need  not;  for  the  spirit  that  gave  forth  the  Scriptures,  teach- 
eih  us  to  know  who  is  the  author  of  our  faith,  and  the  fruits  of  it; 
which  giveth  victory.  And  the  spirit  teacheth  us  how  to  pray,  sing, 
give  thanks,  praise,  rejoice,  fast,  worship  God,  and  in  what;  and  how 
to  walk  to  God  and  man,  and  leadeth  us  into  all  truth,  the  reprover 
of  the  world  for  sin,  which  is  our  comforter,  guide,  and  leader,  and 
director;  in  which  we  have  unity  and  fellowship  that  is  without  end, 
and  a  pure  religion  that  does  never  change.  And  a  great  deal  of 
ituff  there  is  in  their  books,  which  is  not  wortli  mentioning;  it  will 
rot,  and  that  nature  that  gave  it  forth ;  but  the  seed,  and  life,  and 
power  will  stand.  ^, 

^Church  faith  changelh,  directory  changeth,  common  prayepchang- 
eth,  and  mass  changeth,  and  here  are  the  four  religions  which  are 
got  up  since  the  apostles'  days,  which  they  have  fought  for  and  killed 
one  another  about  But  the  pure  religion  doth  not  change,  which 
we  are  of  and  own,  in  which  are  the  spiritual  weapons  which  were 
among  the  apostles;  the  true  faith  changeth  not,  for  it  abideth  and 
remaineth,  which  is  the  gift  of  God,  and  a  mystery  held  in  a  pure 
eonscience,  of  which  we  are,  and  which  is  our  faith. 

**  Mass  for  the  Papist,  common  prayer  for  the  Episcopal  men,  and 
the  directory  for  the  Presbyterians,  church-made  and  framed  faith 
for  the  Independents,  and  mixed  Baptists,  and  others.  And  those 
have  had  their  fellowships  in  these,  for  which  they  fought,  and  about 
which  carnal  weapons  got  up  since  the  days  of  the  apostles.  But 
the  fellowship  in  the  spirit  remains,  and  doth  not  change,  which  hath 
q)iritnal  weapons,  and  these  are  known  and  used  to  fight  withal  about 
religion,  in  which  the  seed  of  God  is  known,  which  bruiseth  the 
ierpent^s  head,  which  led  man  from  God,  and  made  a  ae^t^Xi^w  W 
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twixt  man  and  God.  And  the  election  is  known  (in  him  who  was) 
before  the  world  began,  who  is  the  head  of  our  church,  and  not  they 
that  be  head  of  the  mass,  head  of  your  directory,  head  of  common 
prayer,  and  head  of  1^  church-made  faith,  which  we  see  all  <ihange 
and  come  to  nought,  and  God  confounds.  And  men  stand  in  doubts 
and  questions,  and  have  no  assurance  in  their  religion;  but  that  of 
God  stands  in  them  all  bound. 

*<  They  that  followed  the  pope  were  called  Papists,  and  they  that 
protested  against  the  pope  were  called  Protestants. 

^  And  thus  they  gave  tiames  one  to  another,  and  so  common  pfayer 
men,  and  directory  men,  and  Independents,  and  Baptists.  And  thus 
in  the  envy,  out  of  the  love,  out  of  the  spirit,  which  gate  forth  the 
Scriptures,  gave  they  names  one  to  another;  all  of  which  we  judge, 
bur  faith,  our  church,  our  unity  is  in  the  spirit,  and  our  word  at 
which  we  tremble,  was  in  the  beginning  before  the  Papist's  mass, 
and  your  EpiscopaPs  common  prayer,  and  the  Presbyterian's  direc* 
tory,  and  Independents,  Baptists,  and  other  church-made  framed 
faiths  were;  and  our  unitv,  church,  and  fellowship  will  stand  when 
they  are  all  ended,  by  which  spirit  we  judge  them  all,  and  deny  their 
Svorks;  in  which  is  our  unity  with  God,  with  the  Scriptures,  and  one 
with  another.  For  they  have  been  to  people  like  so  many  changeable 
Coverings,  but  now  the  spirit  is  taking  them  off,  by  which  we  are 
covered,  and  it  is  our  weapon  in  this  day  of  great  battle  with  them. 
The  Scriptures  which  ye  do  speak,  and  show  forth  in  your  books, 
are  owned,  but  your  imaginations  of  them  we  deny;  but  they  are  all 
owned  in  themselves  and  places,  so  they  are  all  ours  which  end  in 
Christ,  who  is  ours,  and  in  him  we  are  that  remaineth. 

^<  The  mass  is  the  Papist^s  sacrifice,  that  they  kill  about 

"  The  common  prayer  is  the  EpiscopaPs  sacrifice,  that  they  per- 
secute and  kill  about;  and, 

«  The  directory  is  the  Presbyterian^s  sacrifice,  they  persecute  and 
kill  about. 

«« The  made  and  framed  church  faith  is  the  Independent's  and 
Baptist's  sacrifice,  which  they  kill  and  persecute  about. 

**  Which  sacrifices  the  Lord  doth  not  accept,  neither  hath  he  rc- 
^ct  to,  which  are  of  them  who  have  erred  from  the  spirit  which' 
the  apostles  were  in,  with  which  they  offered  spiritual  sacrifice  to 
God,  the  father  of  spirits,  which  we  are  in. 

<<  And  all  my  dear  hearts,  all  know  the  fellowship  of  the  seed  in 
its  sufferings,  and  to  be  made  conformable  to  his  death;  that  ye  in  the 
(hiffering  through  it  may  know  the  power  of  the  resurrection  of  th^ 
^st  seed.  And  this  is  it  which  kills  all  bad  spirits  that  wiH  talk, 
but  not  do;  such  may  crucify  Christ  in  themselves  afresh.  There- 
fore, mind  the  daily  suffering  which  the  seed  had,  and  have  unity 
^  ^vith  that,  so  ye  may  rise  with  that  which  destroyeth  that  which 
6au8eth  it  to  suffer. 

"  The  Papist  cries,  Higher  powers,  help,  help,  or  else  my  mass  wiH 
|o  down,  and  all  my  ceremonies. 
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*^  The  Episcopal  man  cries,  Help,  help,  higher  powers,  or  else  my 
common  prayer  goes  down. 

^  The  Presbyterian  cries,  Help,  help,  high^  powers,  or  else  my 
directory  will  go  down.  »*- 

<<  The  Independent,  and  Anabaptist,  and  others  cry,  Help,  help, 
higher  powers,  or  else  our  framed  faith  (which  is  our  eleven  daya^ 
work,)  will  go  down,  and  we  shall  not  stand. 

<^Are  not  ye  all- ashamed?  and  show  ye  are  naked,  out  of  the 
power  and  life  the  apostles  were  in,  and  from  their  weapons  naked  ?" 

Again,  in  Fox's  Doctrinals,  page  1014:  ^^  Now  concerning  the 
intiquity  Jirom  whence  toe  have  our  faith,  and  who  is  the  author 
and  finisher  qf  if. 

<«  The  apostle  saith  to  the  church  of  Christ,  the  Hebrews:  Lei  usi 
run  mih patience  the  race  that  is  set  before  us;  looking  unto  Jesus, 
the  author  and  finisher  qf  our  faith.  Heb.  xii.  12.  i.  2. 

^  Now  here  you  may  see  the  apostles  did  not  make  the  saints  a 
&ith,  but  bid  them  look  unto  Jesusj  who  was  the  author,  or  beginner, 
and  finisher  of  their  holy  and  precious  faith;  the  mystery  of  which  is 
held  in  a  pure  conscience.  And  so  Christ  doth  reveal  his  faith  to 
his  people;  and  so  they  grow  in  faith,  and  from  faith  to  faith  up  unto 
Christ,  the  author  and  finisher  of  it  So  the  apostle  did  not  say  to 
the  saints,  the  church  of  Christ,  look  unto  us  to  make  you  a  faith, 
and  that  they  should  be  the  author  and  finisher  of  their  faith,  for 
th^n;  but  bid  them  look  unto  Jesus,  the  author  and  finisher  of  their 
fidth.  And  so  this  was  the  apostle's  doctrine  to  the  Christians  in  the 
primitive  times,  above  sixteen  hundred  years  ago;  and  this  is  the 
doctrine  that  we  have  received,  and  o%vn,  who  do  look  at  none  below 
Jesus  Christ,  to  be  the  author  and  finisher  of  our  holy  precious  faith; 
in  which  faith  all  God's  people  please  him,  and  have  access  to  him; 
which  faith  is  our  victory  over  that  which  displeases  God,  and  in 
which  holy  faith,  is  our  holy  unity,  and  by  this  precious  faith,  all 
the  just  live;  and  this  is  the  one,  holy,  pure,  precious  faith,  that  puri- 
fies the  hearts  of  God^s  people,  which  Christ  is  the  author  and  finisher 
of;  in  which  they  have  access  to  the  holy  God,  and  serve  and  please 
him.  So  our  holy,  catholic,  or  universal  faith,  Christ  is  the  beginner, 
or  author  and  finisher  of;  in  which  holy  faith  the  church  of  Christ 
did,  and  do  build  one  another  up  in,  which  (as  before)  Christ  the 
holy  one,  is  the  author  and  finisher  of,  and  not  men.^^ 

I  next  refer  to  the  language  of  Stephen  Crisp,  in  his  sermon,  pagq 
71,  in  which  he  also  presents  the  same  view  of  the  subject.  [Gov. 
Williamson  here  rose  and  objected  to  the  introduction  of  opinions 
expressed  in  this  book,  it  not  having  been  produced  and  marked  as 
an  « exhibit"  He  spoke  at  length  on  the  admissibility  or  other- 
wiae  of  testimony  before  a  court  of  appeal.  He  was  followed  by 
Mr.  Wood,  and  both  were  replied  to  by  Mr.  Wall.  It  appearing 
that  the  wOrk  objected  to  was  an  exhibit,  duly  marked,  the  objection 
was  withdrawn*]  I  read  from  the  3d  voL  of  the  Quaker,  page  71 
to  74: 
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"  So  that  now  we  are  to  expect  the  operation  and  working  of  a 
ministry,  that  leads  a  people  to  an  inward  religion,  a  heart  religion, 
whei^  the  heart  is  fi^d  entirely  upon  the  true  and  living  God,  as 
the  object  of  their  dM^endence  and  trust;  and  they,  have  no  other. 
This  is  a  strange  word  to  flesh  and  blood.  What,  no  other  depend- 
ence  than  on  the  invisible  God!  Flesh  and  blood,  and  sensuality 
can  never  come  to  this;  this  is  a  religion  that  has  been  hid  from 
ages  and  generations,  and  will  be  hid  to  all  ages  that  ever  shall  be 
in  the  world,  where  sensuality  prevails.  What,  will  you  have  me 
to  have  my  whole  dependence  for  the  comfort  of  my  life  here,  and 
of  the  life  that  is  to  come,  the  other  life,  to  have  my  dependence 
upon  an  invisible  God,  that  invisible  power  that  made  me,  and  cre- 
ated the  world?  How  is  it  possible  for  me  to  sequester  myself, 
and  draw  myself  off  from  all  visible  objects?  I  must  trust  to  this, 
and  trust  to  that;  flesh  and  blood  can  never  attain  to  this,  with  all 
the  wit  and  reason  it  hath;  it  can  never  separate  itself  from  idols. 
They  are  little  children,  they  are  children  of  another  birth,  born  of 
another  seed,  that  keep  themselves  from  idols. 

<<  Friends,  idolatry  is  a  great  deal  more  common,  I  find,  than 
most  are  aware  of.  Am  I  commanded  to  love  the  Lord  with  all  my 
heart,  and  soul,  and  mind,  and  might  ?  What  is  left  when  the  whole 
is  taken  away?  If  God  hath  my  whole  heart,  what  have  I  to  bestow 
upon  the  world  ?  What  love,  what  affection,  what  eagerness,  what 
fervency,  can  I  bestow  upon  the  world,  or  any  object  in  the  world, 
when  my  whole  heart,  and  soul,  and  mind,  is  gone  before,  is  gone 
toward  the  Lord? 

<<  This  is  the  first  and  great  commandment;  and  the  second  is  like 
unto  it,  that  is,  <Thou  shalt  love  thy  neighbour  as  thyself.'  Here  it  is 
that  the  law  and  the  prophets,  faith,  creed,  prayer,  religion,  and  wor- 
ship, all  that  ever  was  in  the  world,  all  are  comprehended  in  this, 
*  thou  shalt  love  the  Lord  thy  God  with  all  thy  heart,  soul,  and 
strength,  and  thy  neighbour  as  thyself.'  So  what  need  is  there  for 
us  to  be  disputing  about  religion;  about  this  tenet,  and  the  other 
tenet;  this  text  and  the  other  text?  For  my  part  1  should  only  de- 
sire you  to  understand  this  text,  and  I  should  not  doubt  your  going 
to  heaven.  Here  is  the  sum;  here  is  all  at  once;  here  is  the  quint- 
essence of  all  religion,  of  all  types,  shadows,  figures,  ceremonies, 
and  priesthood,  and  all  that  ever  was  or  could  be  named  and  prac- 
tised in  the  world;  all  brought  to  this,  the  heart  given  up  to  God; 
our  love  set  upon  him. 

"  *  What,  is  this  sufiicient?'  will  some  say:  *  This  will  make  you 
a  goo(),  moral  man;  but  what  is  this  to  the  Christian  religion?  You 
may  be  led  into  error,  and  become  a  heretic  for  all  this.'  How  can 
this  be,  that  I  should  not  be  of  a  sound  faith,  but  led  into  error  and 
heresy  for  all  this?  When  people  let  in  error,  and  heresy,  and  un- 
soundness of  faith,  where  do  they  let  it  in?  Do  they  not  let  in  the 
principles  of  error  and  heresy  into  their  hearts  ?  I  believe  this,  and 
that,  and  the  other  error,  that  is  come  into  the  heart,  and  hath  a  seat 
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he  heart;  but  how  can  we  let  it  into  the  heart,  when  the  heart  is 
en  ap  to  God  ?  Cannot  I  keep  one  error  and  heresy,  if  I  give  up 

heart  and  soul  to  him?  Cannot  I  trust  him  with  all  ? 
<Thi8  kind  of  talk  of  error  and  heresy  hath  come  among  men 
t  have  had  the  keeping  of  their  own  souls.  They  have  taken 
ir  own  souls  into  their  own  hands,  and  have  ordered  their  religion 
imselves,  or  have  had  somebody  to  order  it  for  them.  And  a  great 
ny  of  them  have  met  together  to  make  creeds,  and  catechisms, 
1  confessions,  and  orthodox  doctrines,  that  might  certainly  be  pro- 
Rd  and  subscribed.  So,  afterwards,  some  have  come  and  found 
It  with  them:  then  they  must  have  a  council  to  try  them:  then 
!8e  go  off,  and  are  laid  aside,  and  others  are  given  in  the  room  of 
an.  So  that  these  men  have  set  up  for  themselves.  These  would 
i  be  under  the  government  and  prescription  of  God,  as  children 
der  the  government  of  a  father;  but  they  will  set  up  religions 
NDselves,  and  say  to  the  rest  of  the  world,  <If  you  own  anything 
Dtrary  to  our  principles,  you  are  a  heretic;  and  being  a  heretic, 
u  are  to  be  rooted  out  and  cut  off.  Do  you  not  read  in  the  Scrip- 
^  that  whosoever  hears  not  the  prophet  that  was  to  come  into 
e  world,  should  be  cut  off?  What,  will  you  not  hear  Christ  speak 

the  church  ?  Will  you  not  hear  Christ  speak  ?  The  church 
DDOt  speak  without  a  head;  if  you  will  not  hear  the  church,  you 
ist  be  cut  off:'  then  they  have  fallen  to  hanging,  and  burning, 
d  killing,  and  destroying  people,  and  nations  not  a  few.  And 
ii  comes  from  their  making  faiths  and  creeds,  and  ordering  religion 
smselves.  All  their  barbarous  and  inhuman  cruelties,  martyring 
d  dungeonine  people,  come  from  their  making  faiths  them- 
l?es;  and  of  all  things,  nothing  is  more  desperately  wicked,  and 
ey  did  not  know  it  <  The  heart  is  deceitful  above  all  things,  and 
qierately  wicked,  who  can  know  it?'  Men  know  not  how  proud 
d  arrogant  they  themselves  are;  and  yet  they  would  be  ordering 
s  hearts,  and  minds,  and  consciences  of  others ;  and  out  of  this  hath 
rung  all  superstition  and  idolatry,  because  men  would  not  give  up 
sir  hearts  to  Grod.  <Thou  shalt  have  no  other  gods  but  me:'  this  < 
nmandment  is  great  in  itself,  strict  in  the  terms;  <  Thou  shalt  love 
s  Lord  thy  God  with  all  thy  heart,  and  thy  neighbour  as  thyself.' 
leir  neighbours  could  not  see  with  their  eyes;  therefore  they 
mid  be  hanging,  and  burning,  and  destroying  one  another. 
^  But  blessed  be  God,  who  is  now  bringing  forth  true  Christianity 
on  its  old  basis  and  foundation,  whereon  it  was  placed  at  first,  for 
iristianity  hath  been  justled  off  from  its  foundation;  for  instead  of 
ring  God  with  all  their  hearts,  and  loving  their  neighbours  as 
smselves,  they  hated  them.  Now  this  is  the  day,  0  Friends!  the 
n^hi  of  it  is  great;  this  I  say  is  the  day  wherein  God  is  bringing 
nstianity  upon  its  old  foundation." 

I  will  not  weary  the  attention  of  the  court  with  many  more  cita- 
osy  for  every  book  to  which  I  can  refer,  abounds  in  expressions 
mimting  and  contemning  the  establishment  of  any  fined  ot  d^&cveAi 
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faithi  or  of  conformity  to  ereeds  or  forms  of  worship  framed  by  the 
exertions  or  ingenuity  of  man.  The  society  adhered  to  the  Scrip- 
tures alone^  and  looked  to  them  as  the  only  test  of  faith  by  which  its 
members  could  be  bound.  And  Penn  in  treating  on  thia  subject, 
draws,  as  we  have  seen,  a  strong  inference  that  it  was  never  the  in- 
tention of  our  Saviour  that  man  should  be  fettered  by  any  especial 
faith  or  form  of  doctrine,  because  he  finds  that  neither  Christ  him- 
self nor  any  of  his  chosen  apostles  made  an  adherence  to  such  a  par- 
ticular faith  requisite  to  salvation,  nor  gave  to  mankind  any  particu- 
lar formulary  of  doctrine,  as  the  one  by  which  they  were  for  ever 
afterwards  to  be  guided  and  controlled.  In  Fox's  Great  Mystery, 
page  502,  there  is  the  following  passage,  viz.: 

*^  Prindpie.  *The  whole  word  of  God  in  general  is  summed  up 
in  the  apostles'  creed.'  Answer.  Where  hast  thdu  got  the  word  creed, 
but  out  of  the  mass-book  and  pope's  canon-book.^  not  out  of  the 
apostles'  epistles.  And  the  apostles'  epistles,  and  the  saints'  writings 
declare  of  the  word,  and  say,  it  was  in  the  beginning,  and  say  the 
letter  kills;  for  the  Jews  had  the  letter,  and  did  not  find  the  word  in 
it,  but  stood  against  it;  and  you  have  the  letter,  the  apostles'  words, 
but  you  do  not  find  the  word  in  it  It  speaks  of  the  word  ;  the  word 
was  in  the  beginning,  and  in  the  heart,  before  the  words." 

Hence,  then,  it  is  manifest,  that  the  ancient  Friends  all  und»^ 
stood  and  considered  that  some  portion  of  this  divine  light  within 
operating  upon  the  heart,  and  thus  influencing  the  conduct,  did  exist  in 
every  man;  and  that  in  consequence  of  this  fundamental  truth,  they 
repudiated,  as  presumptuous  and  not  to  be  submitted  to,  all  the  pre- 
tensions of  men  to  form  creeds  for  their  observance.  They  placed  the 
essence  or  being  of  Christianity  only  in  the  true  and  real  conversion 
of  the  heart,  by  virtue  of  the  operation  of  this  light,  seed,  or  grace 
(as  it  is  variously  termed)  within.  Barclay,  700.  They  abode  alone 
by  the  declarations  of  Scripture,  and  by  the  benevolent  and  all-suffi- 
cient principles  which  are  there  inculcated  and  laid  down  for  man^s 
protection  and  guidance.  Anything  beyond  this,  they  threw  from 
them  as  unsound  and  fallible,  knowing  the  perversions  to  which  the 
Scriptures  were  exposed  by  the  constructions  and  interpretations  of 
man,  and  fully  aware  of  the  bitterness  of  those  seeds  of  dissension 
which  were  so  frequently  attendant  upon  them.  They  looked  upon 
the  great  rule  of  life  to  be  that  of  love;  they  adopted  the  language  of 
the  apostle  John:  <^God  is  love,  and  they  that  dwell  in  love,  dwell 
ID  God,  and  God  in  them;"  and  this  they  supposed  to  be  the  great 
characteristic  of  their  society.  They  were  under  the  direction  of  no 
ereeds,  for  they  believed  that  their  tendency  was  to  distract  and 
divide  them,  while  by  a  faithful  attention  to  the  influences  and  in- 
Btructions  of  the  spirit  of  God,  and  a  conformity  to  the  plain  precepts 
contained  in  the  Holy  Scriptures  themselves,  they  experienced  a 
blessed  unity.  It  is  true,  that  several  of  their  writers  published  cate^ 
chisms,  in  which  were  contained  confessioas  of  faith,  and  much  stress 
has  been  laid  on  that  published  by  Barclay;  but  this  is  written  in 
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strict  accordance  with  the  principles  to  which  I  have  adverted.  The 
matter  contained  in  that  catechism  is  the  same  which  is  contained  in 
the  Scriptures  themselves,  and  is  expressed  in  the  very  language  of 
Scripture;  and  it  is  precisely  so  with  the  confession  of  faith,  by  the 
same  author.  This,  then,  proves  the  negative  of  the  proposition  laid 
down  by  the  Orthodox  party.  The  society  did  not  permit  even 
Barclay  to  extend,  or  paraphrase,  or  go  beyond  the  strict  text  of 
Scripture;  and  this  was  the  very  essential  condition  upon  which  they 
gave  their  sanction  to  his  catechism  and  confession  of  faith.  In 
referring  to  these  works,  therefore,  they  have  not  advanced  one  step 
toward  the  accomplishment  of  their  object;  so  far  as  that  is  concerned, 
they  might,  with  equal  propriety,  have  referred  to  the  Scriptures 
themselves.  These  observations  will  apply  also  to  the  letter  of  George 
Fox  to  the  governor  and  council  of  Barbadoes;  also  to  the  letter  of 
Whitehead  and  others,  page  363. 

It  is  of  no  avail  for  the  opposite  party  to  say,  that  a  writing  approx- 
imating to  a  creed,  lately  set  forth  by  the  yearly  meeting  of  London, 
is  to  operate  at  all  upon  the  yearly  meeting  here.  The  evidence  will 
show  that  the  Friends  established  the  yearly  meeting  at  Burlington 
in  the  year  1 681,  intending  to  embrace  within  its  limits  the  Friends 
in  New  Jersey,  Pennsylvania,  and  other  plantations  not  at  that  period 
organized  as  distinct  colonies.  The  yearly  meeting  at  London  could 
not,  by  their  acts,  bind  the  yearly  meeting  at  Burlington  or  Phila* 
delphia.  They  might  receive  recommendations,  advice,  or  sugges- 
tions from  them,  or  they  might  decline  to  do  so,  as  they  thought 
proper.  But  it  was  the  intention  of  the  founders  of  that  meeting, 
that  it  should  be  distinct  and  independent;  as  much  and  as  avowedly 
so,  as  it  was  the  intention  of  the  signers  of  the  American  Declaration 
of  Independence,  to  cast  aside  all  tribute  or  subjugation  to  the  govern- 
ment of  Enffland.  This  is  exemplified  by  a  memorable  fact  in  the 
history  of  New  Jersey. 

la  1676,  Edward  Bylynge,  a  Quaker,  being  the  owner  of  Lord 
Berkeley's  moiety  of  New  Jersey,  in  consequence  of  pecuniary  em- 
banassments,  executed  a  deed  of  trust  of  the  same  to  William  Penn 
and  others.  At  that  time,  the  colony  of  New  Jersey  was  held  in 
common  by  Carteret  and  Berkeley,  and  when  the  divi^on  line  was 
run  by  the  celebrated  George  Keith,  West  Jersey  became  the  moiety 
of  Bylynge;  most  of  Bylynge's  creditors  were  Friends,  and  from  this 
circumstance,  as  well  as  the  persecutions  to  which  they  were  sub- 
jected in  their  native  land,  they  projected  a  settlement  in  West  Jersey. 
In  this  enterprise  Penn  interested  himself;  many  Friends  from  London 
and  Yorkshire  came  over  in  the  year  1677,  and  formed  a  monthly 
meeting  at  Burlington,  and  this  was  one  of  their  very  first  acts. 
See  Smithes  History  of  New  Jersey.  Sliortly  after  this,  they  framed 
the  charter  or  fundamental  laws  of  West  New  Jersey,  being  the  form 
of  government  of  that  province,  the  principles  of  which  were  no 
doubt  agreed  upon  before  they  departed  from  England.  Now,  mark 
the  period  of  tneir  emigration;  it  was  after  their  faith  had  been  au- 
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nounced,  vindicated,  and  defended  by  some  of  their  most  esteemc 

writersi  and  after  the  fire  of  persecution  had  brightened  and  purific 

their  religious  sentiments.     It  was,  in  (act,  while  surrounded  by  tl 

instruments  of  torture,  and  in  view  of  the  dungeons  where  thousam 

of  them  had  been  imprisoned  for  conscience^  sake,  that  they  stoc 

forth  the  glorious  champions  of  religious  liberty.    By  this  act,  sigiM 

on  the  third  day  of  March,  1676,  to  be  found  in  *<  The  Grants  ai 

Concessions  of  New  Jersey,  by  Leaming  &  Spicer,"  page  394,  ai 

which  is  signed  by  one  hundred  and  fifty  of  Uie  venerable  founde 

of  the  first  monthly  and  yearly  meetings  in  the  province  of  Ne 

Jersey,  and  the  ancestors  of  many  of  those  who  are  now  sought  to  I 

expelled  from  them,  they  declare  to  the  world,  <<That  no  man,  n< 

number  of  men,  upon  earth,  hath  power  or  authority  to  rule  ov 

men^s  consciences  in  religious  matters;  therefore,  it  is  consente 

agreed,  and  ordained,  that  no  person  or  persons  whatsoever,  with 

the  said  province,  at  any  time  or  times  hereafter,  shall  be  any  waji 

upon  any  pretence  whatsoever,  called  in  qtbeation^  or  in  the  lei 

punished  or  hurt,  either  in  person,  estate,  or  privilege,  for  the  sal 

of  his  opinion,  judgment,  faith,  or  worship  towards  God,  in  matte 

of  religion.     But  that  all  and  every  such  person  and  persons,  m 

from  time  to  time,  and  at  all  times,  freely  and  fully  have  and  enji 

his  and  their  judgments,  and  the  exercise  of  their  consciences^ 

matters  of  religious  worship,  throughout  all  the  said  province." 

was  a  sublime  declaration,  almost  as  memorable  and  as  worthy  to 

held  in  remembrance  and  celebration,  as  that  which,  a  century  afi< 

has  placed  Americans  first  on  the  roll  of  freemen.    It  was  in  the  wil 

of  America,  that  the  civil  and  religious  persecutions  of  the  old  worl 

planted  the  true  principles  of  civil  and  religious  liberty.     In  t) 

chapter  of  the  charter  or  fundamental  laws  <*>of  West  New  Jersey 

we  have  the  opinions  which  were  entertained  by  the  primitive  Frien 

of  New  Jersey,  in  respect  to  liberty  of  conscience;  and  they  a£Srm 

in  clear,  broad,  and  comprehensive  terms,  the  privilege  of  worshi 

ping  their  God  according  to  their  consciences,  unshackled  hjfom 

and  utterly  free  from  the  arbitrary  interference  or  dictation  of  ms 

And  equally  liberal  were  the  views  entertained  at  a  later  period  i 

the  settlers  Ih  Pennsylvania.     In  the  beginning  of  the  year  166 

Penn,  in  his  frame  of  government  for  that  province,  put  forth  1 

opinions  on  this  subject:  (1  Proud^s  History,  200)  <<  That  all  perao 

living  in  this  province,  who  confess  and  acknowledge  the  one  alraigfa 

and  eternal  God  to  be  the  creator,  upholder,  and  ruler  of  the  worl 

and  that  hold  themselves  obliged  in  conscience,  to  live  peaceably  a 

justly  in  civil  society,  shall  in  no  ways  be  molested  or  prejudiced  1 

their  religious  persuasion  or  practice  in  matters  of  faith  or  worsh 

nor  shall  they  be  compelled,  at  any  time,  to  frequent  or  maintain  a 

religious  place  or  ministry  whatever;'' — containing  substantially  t 

same  principles  of  religious  liberty,  as  those  declared  in  the  chart 

or  fundamental  laws  of  West  New  Jersey:  which  is  also  signed 

that  illustrious  friend  of  peace  and  religious  liberty,  William  Pen 
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Now,  unlefl0  the  Orthodox  party  can  show  that  after  the  settlemenil  of 
the  Friends  in  this  country,  and  the  establishment  of  independent 
meetings  here,  they  recognised  the  acts  and  authority  of  their  trans- 
idantic  brethren,  it  is  of  no  importance  to  show  what  was  the  faith 
by  them  adopted.  And  in  showing  this,  they  must  confine  them- 
aelves  to  a  period  anterior  to  their  emigration. 

The  Friends  who  established  the  yearly  meeting  of  Philadelphia, 
brought  their  faith  and  religious  opinions  with  them;  they  were  not 
taken  up  by  the  way,  or  of  sudden  growth;  and  had  been  tried  by 
the  ordeal  of  persecution,  and  were  held  in  common  with  their 
brethren  whom  they  left  behind  them.  They  had  been  the  friends 
and  associates  of  William  Penn,  his  companions  and  fellow-sufiferers 
for  conscience  sake,  and  hence  they  always  looked  up  to  Wm.  Penn 
as  a  bright  and  shining  light;  as  a  man  bound  to  them  by  the  same 
doctrines  and  by  the  most  intimate  communion.  Unless,  thereiore, 
our  opponents  can  connect  the  society  here,  since  the  emigration, 
with  that  in  England,  by  a  distinct  adoption  of  their  acts  and  opi- 
nions, it  is  in  vain  to  prove  the  acts  or  opinions  of  the  Quakers  of 
England  since  that  period,  and  the  establishment  of  separate  and 
independent  meetings  here. 

Having,  in  the  preliminary  view  which  I  have  taken  of  this  case, 
shown  what  are  the  great  principles  insisted  upon  in  the  answer  of 
Decow,  as  showing  **  the  fundamental  truths"  of  the  society  of 
Friends,  I  now  approach  the  examination  of  the  grounds  upon  which 
Hendriekson  and  his  party  make  their  exclusive  claim  to  this  pro- 
perty, and  seek  to  divest  us  of  our  rights.  The  Orthodox  party  seek, 
by  the  pleadings  in  this  cause,  to  divest  the  Friends  of  their  right  to 
the  property  in  question,  and  to  maintain  their  exclusive  right  to  it, 
upon  two  grounds.  First,  that  they  (the  Orthodox  paKy)  hold  and 
maintain  the  faith  and  fundamental  doctrines  of  the  ancient  society 
of  Friends;  and  that  the  Friends  have  seceded  therefrom,  and  4o 
not  adopt  and  believe  in  them,  but  entertain  opinions  entirely  and 
absolutely  repugnant  and  contrary  thereto.  2.  That  they  (the  Ortho- 
dox party,)  adhere  to  and  maintain  the  discipline  and  religious  insti- 
totiooa  of  the  ancient  yearly  meeting  of  the  society  of  Friends,  or 
people  called  Quakers,  at  Philadelphia;  and  that  Friends  have  seceded 
therefrom.  To  insure  success,  in  depriving  Friends  of  all  right  to 
the  fund  in  question,  the  Orthodox  must  maintain  successfully  both 
propositions,  in  all  their  extent  and  in  their  two-fold  aspect,  up  to  the 
period  of  the  separation  out  of  which  this  suit  has  sprung.  Friends 
had  a  community  of  right  to  the  fund ;  the  forfeiture  of  that  right 
which  it  is  sought  by  this  suit  to  enforce,  must  be  proved,  not  alleged. 
I  shall  examine  the  first  proposition,  in  its  double  aspect.  1.  Do  the 
Orthodox  party  hold  and  maintain  the  faith  and  fundamental  doctrines 
of  the  ancient  society  of  Friends  ?  2.  Have  Friends  seceded  there- 
firom,  and  rejected  the  faith  and  fundamental  doctrines  of  the  society  of 
Friends,  and  entertain  opinions  entirely  and  absolutely  repugnant 
thereto  ?  The  Orthodex  have  assumed  the  burden  of  proving  bolVv 
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points  of  this  first  proposition.    Let  us  examine  how  they  attempt  I 

prove  the  first  branch  of  it.     They  allege  that  the  doctrines  and  op 

nions  set  forth  and  alleged  by  Hendrickson  in  his  original  bill  an 

answer,  in  respect  to  the  trinity,  the  atonement,  and  the  Scripture 

have  always  been  held,  entertained,  and  adopted  by  the  ancient  soci 

ety  of  Friends,  and  that  with  the  said  society  they  are  fundamental 

Now  it  cannot  admit  of  dispute,  that  the  Orthodox  must  prove  tlu 

the  ancient  society  of  Friends  held,  entertained,  and  adopted  th 

same  doctrines,  on  the  subject  of  the  trinity,  the  atonement,  and  th 

Scriptures,  as  set  forth  by  Hendrickson  in  his  pleadings.    It  is  a  mat 

ter  to  be  proved  by  lawful  evidence,  not  led  to  inference,  and  it  mui 

be  shown  affirmatively,  that  the  faith  and  doctrines  of  ancient  Friend 

on  these  several  points,  correspond  with  that  thus  put  forth  by  th 

Orthodox  party.  It  will  not  do  for  them  to  show,  that  the  creed  thu 

set  up,  ought  to  be  or  is  the  creed  of  all  orthodox  Christians,  of  al 

Protestant  trinitarian  sects,  or  that  it  is  the  foundation  and  main  pil 

lars  of  the  Christian  system,  as  they  allege.  They  must  show  it  to  b 

the  Quaker  faith  and  doctrine;  for,  I  believe,  that  our  adversaries  ar 

not  yet  sufficiently  orthodox,  to  deny  the  professors  of  that  societ] 

the  right  to  follow  in  the  footsteps  of  their  fathers,  and  be  guided  hi 

that  faith  which  was  <<  a  light  to  their  path.'^     And  how  is  this  t 

be  done  ?    They  attempt  to  prove  it,  Ist,  by  the  testimony  of  livinj 

witnesses.    2d.  By  the  writings  of  ancient  Friends.     1.  As  to  tb 

testimony  of  living  witnesses,  I  apprehend  that  such  testimony  is  t< 

be  rejected  altogether.     It  is  mere  matter  of  opinion,  founded  on  th« 

impression  which  those  of  the  present  day  have  received  from  read 

ing  the  writings  of  authors  who,  before  tliey  were  born,  were  sleep 

ing  under  the  clod  of  the  valley.     It  is  for  this  court  to  interpre 

these  writings  from  the  writings  themselves.     I  deny  the  right  o 

Mr.  Bettle,  Mr.  Parsons,  or  even  Mr.  Evans,  to  lay  down,  ex  catht 

drttj  what  is  to  be  the  standard  of  faith,  simply  from  their  own  viewi 

of  what  it  should  be.     Such  an  assumption  is  contrary  to  the  plaines 

principles  of  evidence.     They  have  no  other  means  of  judging  save 

those  which  are  open  to  all  in  possession  of  the  books.     The  societ} 

of  Friends  as  yet  acknowledge  no  order  of  priesthood — no  body  o 

men  set  apart,'  for  the  custody  of  the  writings  of  ancient  Friends 

The  decision  of  this  cause  is  not  to  depend  on  their  interpretations, 

nor  is  it  to  be  at  all  affected  by  the  gloss  which  may  be  put  upon  il 

by  witnesses  who  are  deeply  infiuenced  by  these  exciting  coliisioni 

in  their  church.  Unless  then,  this  case  is  to  form  an  exception  to  all 

others,  I  humbly  submit,  that  we  cannot  legally  receive  the  opinion 

of  any  witness,  however  intelligent  or  respectable,  as  to  the  faith  and 

doctrines  of  the  ancient  society  of  Friends.  It  is  secondary  evidence: 

better  evidence  exists,  which  is  produced,  and  is  before  the  court — 

the  writings  themselves.     We  must,  therefore,  reject  these  opinions, 

and  turn  to  the  second  mode  of  proof,  the  writings  of  ancient  FriendA 

If  then,  the  point  is  to  be  settled  by  recurrence  to  those  doctrines 

which  have  been  sent  forth  to  tlie  world,  acknowledged  and  authea- 
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ticated,as  the  fundamental  doctrines  of  the  society  of  Friends,  pub- 
lished in  their  own  books  and  couched  in  their  own  language,  let  us 
refer  to  them  for  the  purpose  of  testing  the  accuracy  of  those  which 
arc  put  forth  in  the  bill. 

There  is  no  contest,  here  or' elsewhere,  between  these  parties, 
as  to  so  much  and  such  part  of  the  creed  framed  by  Hendrickson 
in  his  bill  and  answei',  on  the  subject  of  the  trinity,  the  atonement, 
and  the  Scriptures,  as  is  expressed  in  the  language  of  the  Scrip- 
tures alone.  The  Orthodox  and  the  Friends  unite  in  recognising 
the  authenticity  of  the  Scripture  language  so  far  as  embodied  in 
that  creed.  But  here  the  Friends  stop, — conceiving  that  when  men 
place  their  own  interpretations  upon  them,  and  attempt  to  make  a 
hith  for  others,  they  trespass  upon  the  religious  rights  and  con- 
sciences of  others.  The  doctrine  of  the  trinity,  say  the  Orthodox 
party,  in  their  bill  and  answer,  ^<  is  taken  up  by  the  Quakers  as  laid 
down  in  the  Scriptures,  and  that  they  have  not  considered  them- 
selves as  warranted  in  making  any  deductions,  however  specious.^' 
If  80,  where  is  the  necessity  of  a  creed  on  the  subject?  If  so,  why 
have  the  Orthodox  not  adhered  to  the  language  of  the  Scriptures — 
why  have  they  made  deductions  ?  If  so,  and  the  doctrine  of  the 
trinity  is  supported  by  the  language  of  the  Scriptures,  does  not  he 
who  professes  his  belief  in  the  Scripture,  as  Friends  do,  <<  adopt  and 
believe"  in  the  doctrine  which  it  lays  down  ?  But  this  allegation  is 
not,  in  my  humble  opinion,  <<  warranted^^  by  the  writings  of  ancient 
Friends,  and  I  greatly  mistake  if  a  reference  to  the  writings  of  many 
esteemed  ancient  Friends,  which  I  propose  to  make,  will  not  show 
that  they  did  consider  themselves  ^<  warranted'^  to  penetrate  the  mys- 
tery in  which  the  doctrine  was  shrouded,  and  draw  deductions,  whe- 
ther specious  or  not,  according  to  their  understanding  of  it.  It  will 
also  be  found,  that  a  great  number  of  those  primitive  Friends,  not 
only  totally  discarded  the  use  of  the  term  <<  trinity^^  as  unscriptural, 
but  rejected  the  creed  which  all  other  Protestant  trinitarian  sects 
have  framed  as  their  deductions  from  Scripture  ;  and  that  they  alto- 
g;ether  disowned  the  idea  of  there  being  three  distinct  substances,  or 
three  distinct  persons  in  the  Godhead.  I  do  not  pretend  to  say  that 
such  is  the  doctrine  of  Friends  whom  I  represent.  I  have  no  autho- 
rity to  make  such  an  assertion,  and  it  would  be  going  beyond  those 
limits,  which  we  contend  ought  to  be  properly  and  legitimately  placed 
upon  inquiries  into  men's  consciences,  if  1  were  to  state  that  these 
were  the  particular  opinions  of  that  society.  They  have  not,  from 
conscientious  scruples,  felt  themselves  at  liberty,  cither  in  their  an- 
swer, or  as  witnesses,  to  assume  the  right  of  speaking  for  the  society 
at  large,  on  this  or  any  other  doctrinal  point,  beyond  what  the 
society  themselves  have  avowed.  They  would  dishonour  their 
iDcestry,  disclaim  their  religion,  and  abandon  those  glorious  and  in- 
estimable principles  of  religious  liberty,  which  their  fathers  sought 
and  planted  in  the  howling  wilderness,  if  they  did.  When  on  the 
point  of  doctrines  tKey  avow  their  belief  <<  in  the  Chrisliai\  r^U^v^w 
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as  contained  in  the  Scriptures^  and  professed  by  ancient  Friends,  and 
adhere  to  the  religious  institutions  and  government  of  the  society  of 
Friendsy  and  the  divine  light  and  power  of  Grod,  or  Christ,  operating 
on  the  human  heart,"  they  have  gone  to  the  extent  of  <<  the  funda- 
mental truths,^'  respecting  which  they  acknowledg^e  human  tribunals 
may  interrogate  and  inquire.  But  when  an  attempt  is  made  to  dis- 
possess us  of  our  dearest  rights  and  privileges,  on  the  ground  thtt 
there  is  and  ever  has  been,  a  unanimity  in  the  society  on  diose  points 
of  doctrine,  and  that  they  are  fundamental,  and  that  <^  any  individual 
entertaining  sentiments  contrary  to  any  of  said  doctrines,  is  held  not 
to  be  of  the  same  faith  with  the  society  of  Friends,"  it  is  correct  and 
even  essential,  that  the  court  and  the  counsel  should  inquire  whether 
it  be  true  as  alleged  ?  And  if  I  can  show,  that  on  these  questions 
of  doctrine,  there  are  not  wanting  the  names  of  men  in  the  society, 
of  high  respectability,  profound  erudition,  and  acknowledged  piety, 
who  are  considered  the  fathers  of  the  church,  who  did  entertain  dif- 
ferent opinions,  I  do  at  least  put  down  the  infallibility  of  the  creed, 
in  respect  to  which  we  are  now  called  upon  either  to  declare  our  be- 
lief, or  suffer  the  pains  and  penalties  consequent  upon  a  refusal  to  do 
so.  I  will,  therefore,  refer  the  court  to  the  writings  of  ancient  Friends, 
and  whom  the  Orthodox  themselves  admit  to  be  approved  writers, 
and  in  which,  by  their  answer,  in  page  34,  they  say,  their  religious 
doctrines  are  to  be  found. 

And  first,  on  the  doctrine  of  the  trinity.  George  Fox,  William  Penn, 
George  Whitehead,  Stephen  Crisp,  Isaac  Penington,  and  many  others, 
I  believe  I  might  safely  say,  the  primitive  Friends  generally,  not  onlj 
discarded  the  word  trinity  but  they  discarded  the  doctrine  wbieh,  bj 
.  the  mass  of  the  Christian  world,  the  term  was  used  to  express.  They 
discarded  not  only  the  doctrine  of  three  distinct  persons  in  the  Ood- 
heady  but  rejected  altogether  the  idea  of  three  distinctions  of  any  kind 
in  the  Divine  nature,  and  admitted  of  such  distinctions  only,  as  have 
relation  to  iheoperationsand  mani/estationsqfthe  Divinity  in  tnan, 

I  shall  first  appeal  to  the  authority  of  him,  whom  the  Orthodox  party 
have  stated  to  be  the  founder  of  this  society.  George  Fox,  in  his 
"  Great  Mystery,"  page  397,  says,  in  reply  to  Christopher  Wade,  who 
had  asserted  that  <<  the  Holy  Ghost  is  a  person,  and  that  there  was  a  tri- 
nity of  three  persons  before  Christ  was  born,"  «  Thou  knowest  not  him 
that  is  in  the  Father,  and  the  Father  in  him,  glorified  with  the  Father 
before  the  world  began.  And  the  Scriptures  (]o  not  tell  people  of  a 
trinity,  nor  three  persons;  but  the  common-prayer-mass-book  speaks 
of  three  persons,  brought  in  by  thy  father  the  pope;  and  the  Father, 
Son,  and  Holy  Spirit  was  always  one." 

And  page  423,  <<  You  tell  people  of  <a  sacrament,  a  creed,  and 
three  persons.' 

«  A.  The  Scripture  tells  no  such  thing,  but  the  common-prayer- 
book  doth,  and  so  y^u  do  not  teach  the  form  of  sound  words  in 
your  catechism." 

Again,  in  pages  463-4.    <<  He  said,  <  that  Christ,  and  the  Father, 
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and  the  Holy  Ghost^  are  not  one  ;  but  they  are  thrce^  therefore  dis- 
tinct' 

«  A.  This  is  the  denying  of  Christ's  doctrine,  who  said,  <  I  and 
my  Father  are  one  ;'  and  the  Holy  Ghost  proceeds  from  the  Father 
and  the  Son,  and  he  was  conceived  by  the  Holy  Ghost,  and  they  are 
all  ane^  and  not  distinct^  but  one  in  unity  ;  that  which  conies  out 
from  him,  leads  the  saints  into  all  truth,  (that  ever  was  given  forth 
from  the  spirit  of  truth,)  and  so  up  unto  God  the  Father  of  truth,  and 
BO  goe9  back  again  from  whence  it  came. 

*<  P.  *  It  is  blasphemy  to  say  the  Son  is  one  with  the  Father,  and 
not  distinct  from  him.' 

"  A.  The  Father  and  the  Son  are  one,  and  the  Son  is  in  the  Father, 
and  the  Father  in  the  Son,  so  that  which  is  in  him,  is  not  distinct 
from  him  ;  and  they  blaspheme  that  say  the  Son  is  not  in  'the  Father, 
and  deny  Christ's  doctrine. 

<*  P.  He  said,  <  The  Father  is  a  distinct  incommunicable  being 
from  the  Son,  and  the  Son  a  distinct  incommunicable  being  from  the 
Father,  and  the  Holy  Ghost  a  distinct  incommunicable  being  from 
the  Son.' 

"A.  The  Son  is  one,  and  in  unity  with  the  Father,  and  not  dis- 
tinct, but  equal,  and  thought  it  not  robbery.  The  Holy  Ghost  is  in 
unity  with  the  Son  and  the  Father,  which  proceeds  from  them,  and 
they  are  one  in  unity,  and  not  distinct.  Thy  doctrine  is  dross,  and 
you  priests  are  not  fit  to  judge  in  such  things  as  they  are,  they  are 
too  weighty,  and  too  heavy  for  you." 

And  m  page  555,  he  says,  "  Neither  the  word  nor  the  Scripture 
doth  tell  us  of  three  distinct  persons,  but  it  tells  us  of  Father,  and  of 
Son,  and  of  Holy  Ghost;  but  indeed,  as  I  said  before,  the  pope's 
canon-book,  and  mass-book  doth  so;  for  the  Holy  Ghost  is  not  dis- 
tinct from  the  Son,  and  the  Son  is  not  distinct  from  the  Father,  but 
they  are  all  in  one." 

William  Penn,  in  his  celebrated  publication,  "The  Sandy  Foun* 
dation  Shaken,"  found  in  the  first  volume  of  his  works,  says,  p.  251, 
in  his  introductory  address  to  the  reader:  <^  What  remains,  is  to  in- 
form the  reader,  that  with  great  brevity  I  have  discussed,  and  endea- 
voured a  total  enervation  of  those  cardinal  points,  and  chief  doc- 
trines so  firmly  believed,  and  continually  imposed  for  the  articles  of 
Christian  faith  :  1.  The  trinity  of  separate  persons,  in  the  unity  of 
essence.  2.  God's  incapacity  to  forgive,  without  the  fullest  satisfac- 
tion paid  him  by  another.  3.  A  justification  of  impure  persons,  from 
an  imputative  righteousness.  Which  principles,  let  me  tell  thee, 
reader,  are  not  more  repugnant  to  Scripture,  reason,  and  soul's-secu- 
rity,  than  most  destructive  to  God's  honour,  in  his  unity ^  mercy, 
and  purity."  And  pages  251-2,  in  relation  to  the  points  in  contro- 
versy between  Friends  and  Thomas  Vincent,  and  other  opposers,  at 
a  di^Mite  which  had  taken  place,  he  observes :  "  The  question  was 
this,  Whether  we  owned  one  Godhead,  subsisting  in  three  distinct 
and  separate  persons,  as  the  result  of  various  revises  and  ;!Lmetvdm^tvV&\ 
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which  being  denied  by  us,  as  a  doctirine  nowhere  scriptural,  T.  V. 
frames  this  syllogism  from  the  beloved  disciple's  words  : 

<<  <  There  are  three  that  bear  record  in  heaven,  the  Father,  the 
Word,  and  the  Holy  Ghost ;  and  these  three  are  one.' 

"  These  are  either  three  manifestations,  three  operations,  three  sub- 
stances, or  three  somethings  else  beside  subsistences. 

"  But  there  are  not  three  manifestations,  three  operations,  throe 
substances,  nor  three  anything  else  beside  subsistences : 

**  Ergo,  Three  subsistences. 

"  G.  W.  utterly  rejected  his  terms,  as  not  to  be  found  in  Scripture, 
nor  deduceable  from  the  place  he  instanced:  wherefore  he  desires 
their  explanation  of  their  terms,  inasmuch  as  God  did  not  use  to  wrap 
his  truths  up  in  heathenish  metaphysics,  but  in  plain  language.  Not- 
withstanding we  could  not  obtain  a  better  explanation,  than  person, 
or  of  person,  than  the  mode  of  a  substance ;  to  all  which  G.  W.  and 
myself  urged  several  Scriptures, /?rov/n^  God^s  complete  unity:  and 
when  we  queried  how  God  was  to  be  understood  ?  if  in  an  abstractive 
sense  from  his  substance?  they  concluded  it  a  point  more  fit  for  ad- 
miration than  disputation.  But  a  little  to  review  his  syllogism;  the 
manner  of  it  shows  him  as  little  a  scholar,  as-its  matter  does  a  Chris- 
tian; but  I  shall  overlook  the  first,  and  so  much  of  the  second,  as 
might  deserve  my  objection  to  his  major,  and  give  in  short  my 
reason,  why  I  flatly  deny  his  minor  proposition.  No  one  substance 
can  have  three  distinct  subsistences ^  and  preserve  its  own  unity:  for 
granting  them  the  most  favourable  definition,  every  subsistence  will 
have  its  own  substance;  so  that  three  distinct  subsistences,  or  man- 
ners ofbeingy  will  require  three  distinct  substances  or  beings;  conse- 
quently three  Gods.  For  if  the  infinite  Godhead  subsists  in  three 
separate  manners  or/orms^  then  is  not  any  one  of  them  a  perfect 
and  complete  subsistence  without  the  other  two  ;  so  parts,  and  some- 
thing finite  is  in  God :  or  if  infinite,  then  three  distinct  infinite  sub- 
sistences ;  and  what  is  this  but  to  assert  three  Gods,  since  none  is 
infinite  but  God  ?  And  on  the  contrary,  there  being  an  inseparabi- 
lity betwixt  tl^  substance  and  its  subsistence,  the  unity  of  substance 
will  not  admit  of  a  trinity  qf  incommunicable  or  distinct  sub- 
sistencesJ^ 

But  to  come  to  the  body  of  this  celebrated  work.  William  Penn 
proceeds:  "The  trinity  of  distinct  and  separate  persons,  in  the  unity 
of  essence,  refuted  from  Scripture. — *  And  he  said.  Lord  God,  there 
is  no  God  like  unto  thee,  to  whom  then  will  ye  liken  me?  or  shall  I 
be  equal,  saith  the  Holy  One?'  ^I  am  the  Lord,  and  there  is  none 
else,  there  is  no  God  besides  me.'  *  Thus  saith  the  Lord  thy  Redeemer, 
the  Holy  One  of  Israel'  *  I  will  also  praise  thee,  O  my  God ;  unto 
thee  will  I  sing,  0  Holy  One  of  Israel.'  '  Jehovah  shall  be  one,  and 
his  name  one.'  Which  with  a  cloud  of  other  testimonies  that  might 
be  urged,  evidently  demonstrate,  that  in  the  days  of  the  first  cove- 
nant, and  prophets,  but  one  was  the  Holy  God,  and  God  but  that 
Holy  One.     Again,  <  And  Jesus  said  unto  him,  why  callest  thou  me 
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good?  there  is  none  good  but  one,  and  that  is  Ood.^  <  And  this  is  life 
eternal,  that  they  might  know  Thee  (Father)  the  only  true  God.' 
^Seeing  it  is  one  God  that  shall  justify/  < There  be  gods  many,  but 
unto  us  there  is  but  one  God,  the  Father,  of  whom  are  all  things/  'One 
God  and  Father  who  is  above  all  things/  'For  there  is  one  God.*  *To 
the  only  wise  God  be  glory  now  and  forever/  From  all  which  I  shall 
lay  down  this  one  assertion,  that  the  testimonies  of  Scripture,  both 
under  the  law,  and  since  the  gos{)el  dispensation,  declare  one  to  be 
God,  and  God  to  be  one,  on  which  I  shall  raise  this  argument. 

"  If  God,  as  the  Scriptures  testify,  hath  never  been  declared  or 
believed,  but  as  the  Holy  One,  then  will  it  follow,  that  God  is  not  a 
holy  threey  nor  doth  subsist  in  three  distinct  and  separate  holy 
on«:  but  the  before-cited  Scriptures  undeniably  prove  that  one  is 
God,  and  God  only  is  that  Holy  One;  therefore  he  cannot  be  divided 
into,  or  subsist  in  a  holy  three^  or  three  distinct  and  separate .  holy 
ones.   Neither  can  this  receive  the  least  prejudice  from  that  frequent 
but  impertinent  distinction^  that  he  is  one  in  substance^  but  three 
in  persons  or  subsistences;  since  God  was  not  declared  or  believed 
incompletely,  or  without  his  subsistence :  nor  did  he  require  homage 
from  his  creatures,  as  an  incomplete  or  abstracted  being,  but  as  God 
the  Holy  One :  for  so  he  should  be  manifested  and  worshipped  with- 
out that  which  was  absolutely  necessary  to  himself.     So  that  either 
the  testimonies  of  the. aforementioned  Scriptures  are  to  be  believed 
concerning  God,  that  he  is  entirely  and  completely,  not  abstractly 
and  distinctly,  the  Holy  One,  or  else  their  authority  to  be  denied  by 
these  trinitarians :  and  on  the  contrary,  if  they  pretend  to  credit 
those  holy  testimonies,  they  must  necessarily  conclude  their  kind  of 
trinity  a  fiction. 

"  Refuted  from  right  reason. — 1.  If  there  be  three  distinct  and  se- 
parate persons,  then  three  distinct  and  separate  substances,  because 
every  person  is  inseparable  from  its  own  substance  ;  and  as  there  is 
no  person  that  is  not  a  substance  in  common  acceptation  among  men, 
80  do  the  Scriptures  plentifully  agree  herein :  and  since  the  Father  is 
God,  the  Son  is  God,  and  the  Spirit  is  God,  (which  their  opinion 
necessitates  them  to  confess,)  then  unless  the  Father,  Son,  and  Spirit, 
are  three  distinct  nothings,  they  must  be  three  distinct  substances, 
and  consequently  three  distinct  uods. 

"  2.  It  is  farther  proved,  if  it  be  considered,  that  either  the  divine 
persons  are  finite  or  infinite.  If  the  first,  then  something  finite  is  in- 
separable to  the  infinite  substance,  whereby  something  finite  is  in 
God ;  if  the  last,  then  three  distinct  infinites,  three  omnipotents,  three 
eternals,  and  so  three  Gods. 

^3.  If  each  person  be  God,  and  that  God  subsists  in  three  persons, 
then  in  each  person  are  three  persons  or  Gods,  and  from  three,  they 
will  increase  to  nine,  and  so  ad  infinitum. 

<*  4.  But  if  they  shall  deny  the  three  persons,  or  subsistences  to  be 
infinite,  (for  so  there  would  unavoidably  be  three  Gods,)  it  will  foF- 
low  that  they  must  be  finite,  and  so  the  absurdity  is  not  aboitAd  (totcv 
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what  it  was;  for  that  of  one  substance  having  three  subsistences,  is  Doi 
greater,  than  that  an  infinite  being  should  have  three  finite  modes  of 
subsisting.  But  though  that  mode  which  is  finite  cannot  answer  (o 
a  substance  that  is  infinite ;  yet  to  try  if  we  can  make  their  principh 
to  consist,  let  us  conceive  that  three  persons,  which  may  be  fimll 
separately,  make  up  an  infinite  conjunctly  ;  however  this  will  foUon^ 
that  they  are  no  more  incommunicable  or  separate,  nor  properly  sidh 
sistences,  but  a  subsistence  ;  for  the  infinite  substance  cannot  find  I 
bottom  or  subsistence  in  any  one  or  two,  therefore  jointly.  Aal 
here  I  am  also  willing  to  overlook  finiteness  in  the  Father,  Son,  and 
Spirit,  which  this  doctrine  must  suppose. 

<<  5.  Again,  if  these  three  distinct  persons  are  one^  with  some  OfM 
things  as  they  say  they  are  with  the  Godhead,  then  are  not  they  in- 
communicable among  themselves;  but  so  much  the  contrary,  ast< 
be  one  in  the  place  of  another :  for  if  that  the  only  God  is  the  Father 
and  Christ  be  that  only  God,  then  is  Christ  the  Father.  So  if  thai 
one  God  be  the  Son,  and  the  Spirit  that  one  God,  then  is  the  Spiril 
the  Son,  and  so  round.  Nor  is  it  possible  to  stop,  or  that  it  shouU 
be  otherwise,  since  if  the  divine  nature  be  inseparable  from  the  thre( 
persons,  or  communicated  to  each,  and  each  person  have  the  whok 
divine  nature,  then  is  the  Son  in  the  Father,  and  the  Spirit  in  tbi 
Son,  unless  that  the  Godhead  be  as  incommunicable  to  the  persons 
as  they  are  reported  to  be  amongst  themselves ;  or  that  the  thro 
persons  have  distinctly  allotted  them  such  a  proportion  of  the  divine 
nature,  as  is  not  communicable  to  each  other ;  which  is  alike  ab 
surd." 

I  next  read  from  George  Whitehead's  "  Divinity  of  Christ." 

[Mr.  Williamson,  of  counsel  for  the  Orthodox  party,  here  agaii 
stated  the  question  of  admissibility  before  referred  to.  He  objects 
to  the  introduction  of  this  book,  because  it  had  not  been  made  ai 
<<  exhibit''  in  this  cause,  but  was  only  a  work  which  had  been  re 
ferred  to  by  a  witness  named  Thomas  Evans,  when  examined  as  t 
his  particular  views  of  the  Quaker  doctrines. 

Mr.  Wall  claimed  that  he  had  a  right  on  that  very  ground,  to  mak 
use  of  such  passages  from  it  as  he  thought  proper.  If  a  witness  fo 
one  party,  had  cited  from  a  book  for  the  purpose  of  establishing  cei 
tain  doctrines  as  those  originally  professed  by  the  society  of  Friendi 
ihere  surely  was  no  principle  on  which  the  counsel  on  behalf  of  th 
other  party,  could  be  deprived  of  their  privilege  to  read  and  examin 
the  whole  of  that  book,  if  they  pleased,  in  order  to  ascertain  whethe 
a  true  construction  had  been  given  to  its  positions,  or  whether  th 
positions  themselves  had  been  correctly  stated. 

A  Ions  and  able  argument  ensued,  supported  on  the  one  side  b; 
Messrs.  WALL  and  Southard,  and  on  the  other  by  Messrs.  Wood  ani 
Williamson,  the  latter  basing  their  argument  against  the  admissio 
X)f  such  new  matter,  as  they  alleged  it  to  be,  on  the  authority  givei 
in  Blackstone's  Commentaries,  Vol.  3d.  p.  451,  speaking  of  appeal 
to  parliament,  he  says,  <<  An  appeal  to  thq  king  in  parliament  wa 
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ID  the  house  of  lords  upon  any  account ;  this  being  a  distinct  juris- 
diction :  which  differs  it  very  considerably  from  those  instancesi 
wherein  the  s^me  jurisdiction  revises  and  corrects  its  own  acts^as  in 
I    lehearings  and  bills  of  review.     For  it  is  a  practice  unknown  to  our 
9   kw,  (though  constantly  followed  in  the  spiritual  courts,)  when  a  su- 
i-  perior  court  is  reviewing  the  sentence  of  an  inferior,  to  examine  the 
i^*  lustice  of  the  former  decree  by  evidence  that  was  never  produced 
a   bdow." 

■  As  the  debate  was  merely  incidental,  and  confined  to  the  one  main 
point  alluded  to,  we  content  ourselves  with  recording  the  decision  of 
•  the  court,  which  was  given  by  the  governor  in  the  following  terms: 
«  ^  The  court  are  not  altogether  united  in  opinion  ;  but  so  far  as  I 
i;  understand,  it  is  the  general  opinion  of  the  court,  that  all  such  books 
E  as  are  mentioned  in  the  '<  exhibit,"  and  all  such  books  as  are  referred 
z  to  bj  the  witnesses,  are  proper  to  be  read,  and  as  such  must  be  ad- 
i    mitted." 

4  Judge  Clark.  I  am  inclined  to  the  opinion,  that  any  book  which 
i  was  in  existence  at  the  time  this  controversy  commenced,  is  evidence 
'  e?en  though  it  should  not  have  been  produced  before  the  court  be- 
s  loie.  Suppose  the  parties  had  taken  issue  in  this  cause  without  going 
f  into  evidence,  is  the  court  not  to  be  enlightened  by  any  authority 
r  which  bears  upon  the  subject?  Suppose  also,  the  counsel  had  failed 
t  in  citing  authorities  by  which  the  truth  of  these  matters  might  be 
^  brought  to  light,  are  the  court,  therefore,  to  be  restricted  in  their 
privilege  to  do  so? 

Mr.  Wood.  Does  the  court  then  admit  evidence  here  which  was 
not  admitted  in  the  court  below  ? 

Judge  Clark.  In  my  opinion  the  court  has  a  right  on  a  question 
of  this  description,  to  avail  itself  of  every  source  of  information. 
These  are  matters  of  history ;  and  as  such  are  to  be  examined  and 
sifted.  I  do  not  look  upon  them  as  matters  to  be  settled  merely  by 
!  authorities  referred  to  in  the  <<  exhibit."  The  Bible  is  not  made  an 
I  exhibit  here ;  so  of  many  other  highly-informing  books  on  the  ques- 
tion. But  are  we,  on  that  account,  to  be  precluded  from  availing  our- 
selves  of  the  light  which  they  may  impart  ?  The  points  at  issue  are 
points  of  doctrine,  and  if  we  are  not  to  investigate  those  doctrines  by 
every  means  in  our  power,  I  know  not  how  we  shall  ever  arrive  at 
the  truth. 

Mr.  Williamson.  We  do  not  understand  the  decision  of  the  court 

to  have  gone  so  far. 

Judge  Clark.  Nor  has  it;  I  have  merely  given  this  as  my  opinion. 

Mr.  Williamson.  Surely,  if  it  please  your  honour,  it  is  a  novel 

proposition  that  history  may  be  called  into  service  to  control  matters 

of  fact. 

Judge  Clark.  Well ;  I  give  out  my  opinion  to  the  counsel  now, 
in  order  that  they  may  be  prepared  for  it  in  due  season. 
Here  the  debate  closed.] 
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what  it  was;  for  that  of  one  substance- having  three  subsistences,  is  not 
greater,  than  that  an  infinite  being  should  have  three  finite  modes  of 
subsisting.  But  though  that  mode  which  is  finite  cannot  answer  to 
a  substance  that  is  infinite  ;  yet  to  try  if  we  can  make  their  principle 
to  consist,  let  us  conceive  that  three  persons,  which  may  be  finite 
separately,  make  up  an  infinite  conjunctly  ;  however  this  will  follow, 
that  they  are  no  more  incommunicable  or  separate,  nor  properly  sub- 
sistences, but  a  subsistence  ;  for  the  infinite  substance  cannot  find  a 
bottom  or  subsistence  in  any  one  or  two,  therefore  jointly.  And 
here  I  am  also  willing  to  overlook  finiteness  in  the  Father,  Son,  and 
Spirit,  which  this  doctrine  must  suppose. 

<<  5.  Again,  if  these  three  distinct  persons  are  one,  with  some  one 
things  as  they  say  they  are  with  the  Godhead,  then  are  not  they  in- 
communicable  among  themselves;  but  so  much  the  contrary,  as  to 
be  one  in  the  place  of  another :  for  if  that  the  only  God  is  the  Father, 
and  Christ  be  that  only  God,  then  is  Christ  the  Father.  So  if  that 
one  God  be  the  Son,  and  the  Spirit  that  one  God,  then  is  the  Spirit 
the  Son,  and  so  round.  Nor  is  it  possible  to  stop,  or  that  it  should 
be  otherwise,  since  if  the  divine  nature  be  inseparable  from  the  three 
persons,  or  communicated  to  each,  and  each  person  have  the  whole 
divine  nature,  then  is  the  Son  in  the  Father,  and  the  Spirit  in  the 
Son,  unless  that  the  Godhead  be  as  incommunicable  to  the  persons, 
as  they  are  reported  to  be  amongst  themselves ;  or  that  the  three 
persons  have  distinctly  allotted  them  such  a  proportion  of  the  divine 
nature,  as  is  not  communicable  to  each  other ;  which  is  alike  ab- 
surd." 

I  next  read  from  George  Whitehead's  "  Divinity  of  Christ." 

[Mr.  Williamson,  of  counsel  for  the  Orthodox  party,  here  again 
stated  the  question  of  admissibility  before  referred  to.  He  objected 
to  the  introduction  of  this  book,  because  it  had  not  been  made  an 
<<  exhibit"  in  this  cause,  but  was  only  a  work  which  had  been  re- 
ferred to  by  a  witness  named  Thomas  Evans,  when  examined  as  to 
his  particular  views  of  the  Quaker  doctrines. 

Mr.  Wall  claimed  that  he  had  a  right  on  that  very  ground,  to  make 
use  of  such  passages  from  it  as  he  thought  proper.  If  a  witness  for 
one  party,  had  cited  from  a  book  for  the  purpose  of  establishing  cer- 
tain doctrines  as  those  originally  professed  by  the  society  of  Friends, 
^here  surely  was  no  principle  on  which  the  counsel  on  behalf  of  the 
other  party,  could  be  deprived  of  their  privilege  to  read  and  examine 
the  whole  of  that  book,  if  they  pleased,  in  order  to  ascertain  whether 
A  true  construction  had  been  given  to  its  positions,  or  whether  the 
positions  themselves  had  been  correctly  stated. 

A  long  and  able  argument  ensued,  supported  on  the  one  side  by 
Messrs.  Wall  and  Southard,  and  on  the  other  by  Messrs.  Wood  and 
Williamson,  the  latter  basing  their  argument  against  the  admission 
x>(  such  new  matter,  as  they  alleged  it  to  be,  on  the  authority  given 
in  Blackstone's  Commentaries,  Vol.  3d.  p.  451,  speaking  of  appeals 
to  parliament,  he  says,  <<  An  appeal  to  thq  king  in  parliament  was 
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ilways  unquestionably  allowed.  But  no  new  evidence  is  admitted 
in  the  hou^e  of  lords  upon  any  account ;  this  being  a  distinct  juris- 
diction :  which  differs  it  very  considerably  from  those  instances, 
wherein  the  Same  jurisdiction  revises  and  corrects  its  own  acts,  as  in 
rehearings  and  bills  of  review.  For  it  is  a  practice  unknown  to  our 
hwj  (though  constantly  followed  in  the  spiritual  courts,)  when  a  su- 
perior court  is  reviewing  the  sentence  of  an  inferior,  to  examine  the 
justice  of  the  former  decree  by  evidence  that  was  never  produced 
below." 

As  the  debate  was  merely  incidental,  and  confined  to  the  one  main 
point  alluded  to,  we  content  ourselves  with  recording  the  decision  of 
the  court,  which  was  given  by  the  governor  in  the  following  terms: 
^  The  court  are  not  altogether  united  in  opinion  ;  but  so  far  as  I 
understand,  it  is  the  general  opinion  of  the  court,  that  all  such  books 
as  are  mentioned  in  the  '^  exhibit,"  and  all  such  books  as  are  referred 
to  by  the  witnesses,  are  proper  to  be  read,  and  as  such  must  be  ad- 
mitted-'* 

Judge  Clark.  I  am  inclined  to  the  opinion,  that  any  book  which 
was  in  existence  at  the  time  this  controversy  commenced,  is  evidence 
even  though  it  should  not  have  been  produced  before  the  court  be- 
low. Suppose  the  parties  had  taken  issue  in  this  cause  without  going 
into  evidence,  is  the  court  not  to  be  enlightened  by  any  authority 
which  bears  upon  the  subject?  Suppose  also,  the  counsel  had  failed 
in  citing  authorities  by  which  the  truth  of  these  matters  might  be 
brought  to  light,  are  the  courts  therefore,  to  be  restricted  in  their 
privilege  to  do  so? 

Mr.  Wood.  Does  the  court  then  admit  evidence  here  which  was 
not  admitted  in  the  court  below  ? 

Judge  Clark.  In  my  opinion  the  court  has  a  right  on  a  question 
of  this  description,  to  avail  itself  of  every  source  of  information. 
These  are  matters  of  history  ;  and  as  such  are  to  be  examined  and 
sifted.  I  do  not  look  upon  them  as  matters  to  be  settled  merely  by 
authorities  referred  to  in  the  <<  exhibit.''  The  Bible  is  not  made  an 
exhibit  here ;  so  of  many  other  highly-informing  books  on  the  ques- 
tion. But  are  we,  on  that  account,  to  be  precluded  from  availing  our- 
selves of  the  light  which  they  may  impart  ?  The  points  at  issue  are 
points  of  doctrine,  and  if  we  are  not  to  investigate  those  doctrines  by 
ZYZTf  means  in  our  power,  I  know  not  how  we  shall  ever  arrive  at 
the  truth. 

Mr.  Williamson.  We  do  not  understand  the  decision  of  the  court 
to  have  gone  so  far. 

Judge  Clark.  Nor  has  it;  I  have  merely  given  this  as  my  opinion. 

Mr.  Williamson.  Surely,  if  it  please  your  honour,  it  is  a  novel 
proposition  that  history  may  be  called  into  service  to  control  matters 
of  fact. 

Judge  Clark.  Well ;  I  give  out  my  opinion  to  the  counsel  now, 
in  order  that  they  may  be  prepared  for  it  in  due  season. 

Here  the  debate  closed.] 


Mr,  Wall  proceeded: 

I  was  about  to  read  a  passage  from  the  work  of  Oeorge  Whitehead, 
treating  of  the  divinity  of  Christ  In  an  epistle,  by  way  of  preface 
to  that  work,  written  by  George  Fox  and  John  Stubbs,  among  many 
other  pointed  remarks  on  this  subject,  this  passage  occurs,  page  10: 
«  Mark,  reader,  he  says  there  are  three  persons,  and  three  subsistenis 
in  the  Godhead;  and  hath  he  not  made  four  herie?  If  there  be  three 
in  the  Godhead,  he  hath  made  four;  for  what  is  the  Godhead?  God 
is  one,  and  he  hath  made  three  beside;  see  page  4  of  his  book.  And 
so  in  the  title  of  his  book,  he  speaks  of  three  persons  in  the  Godhead: 
and  are  there  not  /our  then  ?  And  in  the  said  fourth  page,  he  says, 
he  thinks  he  hath  answered  all  the  arguments  of  the  antitrinitarians. 
He  doth  but  think  so,  it  seems.'* 

In  page  30  of  this  work,  George  Whitehead  remarks,  in  answer 
to  Vincent:  "As  for  instance  his  argument,  page  13,  'The  Father, 
the  Word,  and  the  Holy  Ghost,  are  either  three  substances,  or  three 
manifestations,  or  three  operations,  or  three  persons,  or  something 
else;  but  they  are  not  three  substances^  nor  three  manifestations,  nor 
three  operations,  nor  anything  else;  therefore  they  are  three  persons.' 

"  To  the  first  part; — indeed  they  must  be  something.  To  the  minor, 
if  they  be  neither  three  substances,  manifestations,  &c.  nor  anything 
else,  this  renders  them  nothing,  and  contradicts  both  the  major  ana 
conclusion,  where  they  are  something  else,  which  is  three  persons 
(he  saith).  So  the  tenor  of  his  argument  runs  thus:  they  are  something, 
but  they  are  nothing,  (he  means  nothing  else  but  three  persons,) 
therefore  they  are  three  persons.  It  would  have  held  better  thus, 
but  against  himself:  if  the  Father,  the  Word,  and  the  Spirit,  be  not 
three  distinct  substances,  then  not  three  distinct  persons;  but  they  are 
not  tiiree  distinct  substances,  ergo;  unless  he  can  show  us  a  distinct 
person  without  its  own  substance.  But  his  brother,  T.  D.  saith,  a 
person  is  rationalis  naturae  individua  substantia,  an  individual 
substance  of  a  rational  nature.  See  how  flatly  T.  D.  and  T.  V.  have 
contradicted  one  another  herein;  one  affirming  they  are  three  persons, 
because  not  three  substances;  the  other,  that  a  person  is  an  individual 
substance.  But  if  T.V.,  by  saying  there  is  not  a  word  in  his  syllo- 
gism but  what  is  to  be  found  in  Scripture,  intends  that  every  word, 
particularly,  is  to  be  found  in  Scripture — the  word  substance,  the 
word  manifestation,  operation,  person,  &c.  abstractively — what  proves 
this  of  his  matter?  for  the  contrary  may  be  asserted  from  bare  words. 
I  never  met  with  more  silly  kind  of  arguing  before.  And  if  so  be  his 
other  argument,  from  the  property  of  the  Father  to  beget,  of  the  Son 
to  be  begotten,  of  the  Holy  Ghost  to  proceed  from  them  both,  &c. 
be  an  argument  sufficient  to  prove  three  distinct  persons  in  the  God- 
head, with  three  incommunicable  properties,  &c.  then  doth  it  not 
follow  as  well,  that  every  spiritual  perfect  gift  that  proceeds  from 
God  to  man,  must  needs  be  a  person,  and  then  so  many  gifts  or  ma- 
nifold graces  as  proceed  from  him,  (or  are  begotten  by  him,)  are  so 
many  persons  in  him;  which  would  be  numerous  indeed,  and  amount 
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to  I  plurality  of  trinities :  for  the  Spirit  is  given  viriouslyy  and  in 
diven  manifestations,  and  the  graces  and  gifts  of  Grod  are  many  and 
ffliniibld.  But  the  shallowness  of  this  man^s  arguing,  who  is  it  cannot 
mi  Besiclesy  that  Christ  l>eing  the  express  image  of  the  Father's 
nhstance,  and  the  Spirit  the  life  of  both,  it  is  neither  scriptural  nor 
Ruonahle  to  say  that  the  image  and  life  of  one  and  the  same  thing, 
should  be  either  two  distinct  and  separate  persons  from  it,  or  from 
their  own  substance.  So  that  still  it  folio ws»  that  if  the  three  bearing 
reeord  in  Heaven,  be  one  divine  substance,  and  not  three  substances, 
then  not  three  distinct  or  separate  persons;  as  also,  God  is  called  both 
theWord  and  Spirit'' 

(Court  adjourned) 


Tuesday  afternoon. 
Ml.  Waul  resumed: 

When  the  court  adjourned,  I  was  endeavouring  to  show  your 
honours,  the  opinions  entertained  by  the  primitive  membera  of  the 
society  of  Friends.  I  had  proceeded  to  cite  some  passages  from 
Whitehead's  Divinity  of  Christ.  I  wish  now  to  call  attention  to  one 
or  two  remarks  in  the  same  work,  pages  34,  35:  <<  And  where  in 
page  31,  it  is  said,  <  In  regard  to  his  human  nature,  the  Jews  spoke 
true,  Thou  art  not  yet  fifty  yeara  old:  as  man,  he.  was  the  son  of 
Abraham,  and  bom  many  generations  after  him,'  &c.  Now  I  ask  if 
he  was  not  a  person  as  man,  and  so  born  ?  And  if  there  were  three 
co-eternal  persons  before,  whether  this  doth  not  make  a  fourth  ?  For 
as  he  was  not  fifty  years  old,  this  had  not  reference  to  his  divine 
nature,  as  is  confessed.  But  then,  when  in  page  36,  <  The  genera- 
tion of  the  Son  must, be  eternal,  the  Son  being  so;  (they  say)  how  is 
his  personality,  with  reference  to  his  being  begotten,  denied  to  be 
infinite?'  in  page  45.  What  gross  and  apparent  contradictions  are 
these? 

^  And  as  to  his  instance,  Matt  iii.  16, 17,  how  that  ^Jesus  went  up 
out  of  the  water,  and  the  Spirit  descended  like  a  dove,  and  lo,  a 
voice  from  heaven,'  to  prove  a  ^  distinction  of  all  the  three  persons;  the 
Son  was  clothed  in  flesn,  the  Spirit  in  the  shape  of  a  dove,  the  Father 
was  in  the  voice,  he  saith,'  &c.  Let  the  reader  but  mark  how  far 
short  of  proving  his  distinction,  this  instance  is:  surely  he  will  not 
say.  that  the  Son  was  clothed  in  flesh  from  eternity,  nor  tlie  Spirit  in 
bodily  shape  like  a  dove  from  eternity;  for  if  three  personalities  did 
coorist  in  these  visible  appearances,  how  were  they  co-eternal,  co- 
easeotial,  co-equal  with  Grod?  &c.  And  surely  personality  doth  not 
consist  in  the  shape  of  a  dove,  neither  do  we  read  of  a  person  of  a 
dove.  Besides,  the  Spirit's  appearing  in  a  bodily  shape  like  a  dove^ 
doth  not  prove  that  the  Spirit  was  a  distinct  or  separate  person  from 
'esus,  for  he  had  the  Spirit  in  him,  and  was  not  separate  from  thia 
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Spirit,  though  that  appearance  like  a  dove  was  for  a  confirmation  to 
John's  belief  of  him.  John  i.  32,  33. 

<<  T.  V.  (Isa.  vi.  3)  'Holy,  holy,  holy,  is  the  Lord  of  Hosts;  the 
three  holies  signify  the  three  persons;  the  Lord  of  Hosts,  the  one 
God.* 

«  I  must  confess  I  never  heard  this  argument  before.  If  each  holy 
signifies  a  person,  how  then  are  they  spoken  to  the  one  God  ?  and  if  so 
many  holies  as  are  given  in  praise  to  him,  do  signify  so  many  distinct 
persons  in  him,  then  they  will  amount  to  a  great  many  trinities;  for 
it  IS  said,  Rev.  iv.  S,  <  They  rest  not  day  nor  night,  saying,  holy,  holy, 
holy.  Lord  God  Almighty,'  &c.  Now  if  all  the  holies  they  give  day 
and  night  to  him,  be  so  many  persons,  then  they  will  amount  to  per- 
sons ad  infinitum.  But  the  absurdity  of  this  argument,  who  cannot 
but  see  ?  As  also  his  argument  from  the  distinct  names,  is  little  better; 
for  God  is  denominated  under  many  names  more  than  three.  And  also 
his  arguing  from  the  fourteenth,  fifteenth,  and  sixteenth  chapters  of 
John,  from  personal  acts,  as  he  calls  them,  as  sending  the  comforter, 
as  speaking  and  guiding,  &c.  Where  doth  the  Scripture  call  them 
personal  acts?  Were  they  not  spiritual  acts  of  the  divine  spirit  and 
power  of  God  ?  And  was  there  any  act  but  what  was  brought  forth  in 
time?  And  was  the  Father's  begetting  the  Son,  a  personal  act?  (how- 
ever, was  it  not  an  act  in  time  ?)  if  so,  how  says  T.  V.  that  the  gene- 
ration of  the  Son  must  be  eternal?  What  distracted  confused  work 
is  here!" 

Again,  in  Whitehead's  Answer  to  Danson's  Synopsis,  it  is  said, 
on  pages  62,  63,  "  John  Owen — <  Every  person  hath  distinctly  its 
own  substance,  (but  then  in  contradiction  he  adds,)  for  the  one  sub- 
stance of  the  Deity  is  the  substance  of  each  person,  but  each  person 
«  hath  not  its  own  distinct  substance.' 

«  Reply.  A  strange  riddle  and  invention,  that  each  person  hath 
distinctly  its  own  substance,  and  yet  not  its  own  distinct  substance. 
What  Scripture  hath  he  for  this  critic  and  nice  distinction?  How 
is  a  person  then  an  individual  substance  of  a  rational  nature,  that  is 
not  upheld  by  another,  if  it  hath  not  its  own  distinct  substance,  whilst 
yet  it  hath  distinctly  its  own  substance?  But  the  divine  substance 
of  the  Deity,  of  the  Father,  the  Word,  and  Spirit,  is  but  one,  as  often 
hath  been  granted;  so,  then,  the  Holy  Ghost,  though  confessed  to  be 
a  substance,  page  101,  yet  I  say,  not  a  personal  substance  distinct 
from  the  Father  and  the  Son,  as  there  is  ignorantly  asserted. 

«  But,  then,  I.  0.  to  tell  us,  page  118,  that  all  divine  properties, 
such  as  to  be  infinite  is,  belong  not  to  the  persons,  on  the  account  of 
their  personality,  but  of  their  nature,  &c. 

<*  Observation.  Then  it  appears  they  are  not  three  infinite  persons, 
but  one  infinite  God;  and  yet  those  persons  are  the  Father,  the  Son, 
and  the  Holy  Ghost :  were  it  not  both  blasphemy  and  contradiction 
to  say  they  are  finite  ?  and  what  better  have  our  opposers  said  ?  But 
at  other  times  they  are  eternal :  God  eternal,  the  eternal  Son,  and 
eternal  Spirit;  and  thus  they  wheel  about,  and  say,  and  unsay. 
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'<  Answer.  It  were  better  for  them  nakedly  to  apply  themselves 
to  the  plain  language  of  Scripture  and  keep  to  it;  to  lay  aside  and 
avoid  confusion  and  absurdities  about  distinct  finite  personalities, 
which  the  Scripture  does  not  put  upon  the  infinite  God,  in  whom 
there  is  neither  finiteness  nor  variableness.  ^  I  am  God,  I  change  not/ 
saith  he;  <  the  Lord  is  one  and  his  tiame  ane;^  from  everlasting  to  ever- 
lasting  he  is  God  unchangeable.  And  the  Father,  Son,  and  Holy  Ghost 
being  one  divine  infinite  substance,  are  one  infinite  God.  Away  with 
your  vain  babbling,  and  invented  erroneous  distinctions  of  finite  per- 
sons in  him  who  is  infinite.  You  are  not  worthy  therein  to  talk  of 
God,  nor  to  take  his  holy,  precious,  and  pure  name  in  your  mouths, 
who  are  in  your  sins  and  pollutions,  corrupting  yourselves  in  your 
carnal  conceptions  and  imaginations  about  those  things  that  you 
know  not;  who  are  gone  after  human  inventions,  invented  words, 
oames,  terms,  and  distinctions,  such  aa  neither  the  Holy  Ghost  nor 
the  Scriptures  ever  taught  you." 

And  page  75: — ^<  If  the  Father,  the  Word,  and  the  Spirit  be  in  each 
other,  and  so  inseparable,  then  not  three  distinct  (nor  separate)  per- 
sons; neither  can  one  be  several  by  himself  from  another." 

Id  the  works  of  Stephen  Crisp,  pages  82  and  83,  it  is  said:  <<  The 
doctrines  of  your  church  also  are  reprovable  and  corrupt  in  many 
things,  contrary  to  the  Scriptures.  And  first  in  your  doctrines  of 
God,  whom  you  say  is  to  be  known  and  believed  on,  as  in  the  distin- 
|uishment  of  three  persons;  and  herein  ye  teach  contrary  to  the 
Scriptures  of  truth,  which  ye  say  is  your  rule,  and  by  it  are  all  such 
dreamers  and  deceivers  judged,  and  by  the  spirit  which  gave  them 
forth,  which  speaks  nowhere  of  three  persons,  as  ye  imagine  and  teach, 
bat  declares  of  the  only  wise  God,  who  is  one  in  his  being  and  sub" 
nsiencef  individual,  infinite;  who  divideth  all  things,  and  to  every 
sort  their  portion;  who  limiteth  all  things,  and  is  not  limited;  whose 
power  and  spirit  is  inseparable  from  him,  who  is  the  Father  of  the 
spirits  of  all  flesh,  who  by  his  power  createth,  and  by  his  spirit 
qaiekeneth  all  living  creatures;  whose  power  is  the  Christ,  and  wnose 
spirit  18  the  holy  and  eternal  life  which  they  partake  of,  who  wait  for 
his  appearance  in  his  power.  And  these  doth  not  the  Scriptures  call 
three  persons,  but  the  one  witness  in  the  Heaven,  which  you  are  all 
ignorant  of  who  dream  and  divine  to  the  people  of  a  distinguish ment 
of  persons  in  the  Godhead.  Therefore  cease  your  deceit,  ye  deceivers 
sod  soothsayers  of  Egypt,  and  come  to  the  light  that  shines  in  the 
heart,  that  by  it  you  may  come  to  the  true  knowledge  of  God  your 
creator,  and  of  his  power  by  which  ye  were  created,  and  of  his  spirit 
by  which  he  quickens  into  newness  of  life,  all  those  who  fear  him 
and  wait  for  his  salvation,  which  now  by  the  light  is  making  mani- 
fiest" 

I  also  refer  to  a  passage  in  the  first  volume  of  Isaac  Penington^s 
works,  pages  264, 265,  to  which  I  wish  to  call  attention,  viz.  <<  There 
ve  four  instances  given,  or  four  particular  fundamentals  mentioned, 
to  which  their  doctrines  arc  said  to  be  destructive.    First,  The  sacred 
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trinity.  Secondly,  The  person  of  Christ.  Thirdly,  The  holy  Scrip- 
tures as  a  perfect  rule  of  faith  and  life.  Fourthly,  The  doctrine  of 
perfection. 

"  Now  for  the  making  of  the  thing  clear  and  manifest  to  every 
sober  mind,  it  is  requisite  first  to  consider  what  the  Quakers  hold  in 
these  several  particulars ;  and  then  whether  that  which  they  hold  in 
these  respects  be  contrary  to  the  truth  of  these  things,  as  they  are 
plainly  related  in  the  Scriptures:  for  if  that  which  they  hold  be  not 
contrary  to  the  naked  voice  and  proper  intent  of  the  Scriptures,  then 
they  are  not  to  be  blamed;  but  the  blame  will  light  on  their  accusers, 
who  might  easily  be  found  guilty  of  injuring  both  them  and  the 
Scriptures,  both  in  these  and  many  other  things,  were  they  not  judges. 

"Concerning  the  sacred  trinity.  They  generally,  both  in  their 
speakings  and  in  their  writings,  set  their  seal  to  the  truth  of  that 
Scripture,  1  John  v.  7, that  'there  are  three  that  bear  record  in  Hea- 
ven, the  Father,  the  Word,  and  the  Holy  Spirit.^  That  these  three 
are  distinct^  as  three  several  beings  or  persons,  this  they  read  not; 
but  in  the  same  place  they  read  that  '  they  are  one/  And  thus  they 
believe  their  being  to  be  one^  their  life  one,  their  light  one^  their 
wisdom  one,  their  power  one:  and  he  that  knoweth  and  seeth  any 
one  of  them,  knoweth  and  seeth  them  all,  according  to  that  saying  of 
Christ's  to  Philip,  *  He  that  hath  seen  me,  hath  seen  the  Father.' 
John  xiv.  9.  Three  there  are,  and  yet  one;  thus  they  have  read  in 
the  Scriptures,  and  this  they  testify  they  have  had  truly  opened  to 
them  by  that  very  spirit  which  gave  forth  the  Scriptures,  insomuch 
that  they  certainly  know  it  to  be  true,  and  own  the  thing  from  their 
very  hearts.  But  as  for  this  title  of  sacred  trinity,  they  find  it  not  in 
Scripture;  and  they  look  upon  Scripture  words  as  fittest  to  express 
Scripture  things  by.  And  surely  if  a  man  mean  the  same  thing  as 
the  Scripture  means,  the  same  words  will  suffice  to  express  it:  but 
the  Papists  and  school-men  having  missed  of  the  thing  which  the 
Scripture  drives  aty  and  apprehended  somewhat  else  in  the  wise 
imagining  part,  have  brought  forth  many  phrases  of  their  own  inven- 
tion to  express  their  apprehensions  by,  which  we  confess  we  have 
no  unity  with;  but  are  content  with  feeling  the  thing  which  the 
Scripture  speaks  of,  and  with  the  words  whereby  the  Scriptures  ex- 
press it" 

Francis  Howgil,  in  a  tract  entitled, "  The  Popish  Inquisition  newly 
erected  in  New  England,"  says,  (Works,  page  250,)  "Trinity  of 
persons  in  the  divine  essence;  where  learned  you  this  article?  From 
the  pope,  from  the  mass-book;  yet  the  Father,  Son,  and  Spirit  are 
owned,  and  these  three  are  one;  and  the  Father,  Word,  and  Spirit, 
and  these  are  one.  But  I  challenge  all  you  orthodox  professors,  to 
show  me  from  Scripture,  where  the  Holy  Ghost  (or  Spirit)  is  called 
a  person.   Be  ashamed  of  your  ignorance,  ye  illiterate  men.'* 

And  page  251:  <<  Do  but  mark  the  madness  and  confusion  of  these 
mighty  rabbies.  Before  there  must  be  three  persons  in  one  essence, 
and  now  Christ  must  be  distinct  from  the  Father  and  the  Holy  Ghost; 
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before  in  God,  and  now  distinct  from  God !  This  is  damnable  doclrioe, 
which  hath  been  brought  in  since  the  apostacy ;  for  the  Scripture  saith, 
^God  was  in  Christ,  reconciling  the  world  to  himself;'  how  was  he 
distinct  from  the  Father,  when  the  Father  was  in  him?  And  <  I  am 
in  the  Father,  and  the  Father  in  me;'  and  ^  I  and  my  Father  are  one.' 
Nay,  say  New  England  doctors,  they  are  distinct.  And  the  fulnSss 
of  the  Godhead  dwelt  in  him  bodily.  How  prove  you  that  the  Fa- 
ther and  the  Holy  Ghost  are  distinct  from  Christ?  or  how  is  Christ^s 
person  distinct  from  every  believer,  when  he  that  is  a  believer  hath 
him  revealed  in  him,  and  he  that  is  a  true  believer  cats  his  flesh  and 
drinks  his  blood?  How  is  he  then  distinct?  What  nearer  union 
can  there  be  expressed  ?  Is  that  distinct  from  a  man,  that  he  hath  in 
him?  But  it  may  be  they  will  say,  (as  the  rest  of  the  dreamers  do,) 
he  is  in  believers  by  his  spirit,  distinct  from  his  body.  Then  1  say, 
Christ  is  not  divided;  a  person  without  a  spirit,  or  distinct  from  the 
spirit,  is  not  Christ  But  this  blind  doctrine  came  up  since  the  apos- 
tles' days,  and  was  counted  as  orthodox  by  the  councils  at  Nice  and 
Lateran,  a  company  of  apostates,  and  hath  been  counted,  by  the 
beast's  followers,  a  great  point  of  divinity." 

Robert  Barclay,  in  his  Apology,  page  333  of  the  folio  edition  of 
his  works,  asserts,  that  <^  the  proper  essence  and  nature  of  God,"  <<  is 
not  divisible  into  parts  or  measures,  as  being  a  most  pure,  simple 
being,  void  of  all  composition  or  division^ 

These  were  all  approved  writers,  and  the  most  prominent  in  the 
society,  and  let  it  be  remembered,  that  most  of  them  had  written 
before  Quakers  settled  in  New  Jersey.  From  these  citations  from 
their  writings,  I  think  it  is  abundantly  manifest,  that  the  primitive 
Friends  not  only  discarded  the  term  <^  trinity,"  but  the  doctrine 
which,  by  the  trinitarian  sects,  that  term  was  used  to  express.  In 
further  illustration  of  their  views,  I  proceed  to  state, 

2.  They  believed  that  the  Father,  Son,  and  Holy  Spirit,  as  regards 
the  divine  nature^  are  one  and  the  same. 

George  Fox,  for  example,  in  page  396  of  his  "  Great  Mystery,^' 
thus  expresses  himself:  <<  He  saith,  <  God  the  Father  never  took  upon 
him  human  nature.^ 

"A.  Contrary  to  the  Scripture,  which  saith,  *God  was  in  Christ 
reconciling  the  world  unto  himself;'  and  thou  art  ignorant  of  the 
great  mystery,  <God  manifest  in  the  flesh;'  and  his  name  is  called 
^the  everlasting  Father.'  As  for  the  word  human,  which  is  from 
the  ground,  it  comes  from  thy  own  knowledge,  which  is  earthly. 
And  Christ  took  upon  him  the  seed  of  Abraham  and  David,  accotnU 
ing  to  the  flesh;  and  this  is  Scripture  language." 

In  the  works  of  William  Bayly,  pages  114,  115,  116,  117,  and 
118,  this  ancient  Friend  sets  forth  at  length,  his  own  opinion,  and 
that  of  the  society,  on  this  point :  "  There  is  a  great  noise,  by  way 
of  objection,  among  many  of  the  professors  in  this  age,  against  the 
people  called  Quakers;  which  is  on  this  wise,  viz.:  ^Wedo  not  under* 
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stand,  say  they,  that  yoii  ever  pray  to  God  in  the  name  of  Jesus,  or 
in  the  name  of  the  Lord  Jesus  Christ,  &c.  though  we  grant  you  often 
preach  and  pray,  and  many  good  exhortations  there  are  to  be  heard 
among  you,  but  we  seldom  or  never  hear  you  pray  or  preach  in  the 
name  oi  Jesus j  or  you  seldom  use  the  name  of  </e^t/^  among  you;  but 
of  Gody  and  the  Father,  and  the  light,  and  ihe  powery  and  the  spi- 
rit, and  the  wisdom  of  God,  &c.  Seeing  it  is  written,  that  whatso> 
ever  you  do,  do  it  in  the  name  of  the  Lord  Jesus;  and  to  the  name 
of  Jesus,  let  every  tongue  confess,  and  every  knee  bow ;  and  what- 
soever ye  ask  in  m,y  name,  saith  Je^us,  shall  be  given  to  you,'  &c. 

<<To  which  I  shall  endeavour  to  answer,  as  I  have  received  of  the 
Lord,  making  it  manifest  unto  the  meanest,  simple,  sober  understand- 
ing, whose  heart  truly  desires  after  the  everlasting  satisfaction  which 
is  in  the  fulness  of  the  one  only  true  God,  who  is  one  Lord  and  his 
name  one,  unto  or  in  them  who  are  in  subjection  to  the  Higher 
Power,  which  hath  a  name  above  every  name  under  heaven,  to  which 
every  knee  shall  bow. 

"  First.  I  do  affirm,  that  they  who  preach  and  pray  in  the  spirit, 
and  power,  and  light,  and  wisdom  of  God,  do  pray  in  the  name  of 
Jesus ;  for  Jesus  is  but  a  name  which  was  given  unto  that  which  was 
before  that  name  was,  which  the  angel  called  a  holy  thing,  and  also 
said,  <  That  holy  thing  which  shall  be  born  of  thee,  shall  be  called 
the  Son  o/God,^^  And  also,  it  is  written,  <  Behold  a  virgin  shall 
be  with  child,  and  shall  bring  forth  a  son,  and  they  shall  call  his 
name  Immanuel;  which,  being  interpreted,  is  God  tvith  us,*  So  that 
•this  One  Holy  Thing  in  process  of  time,  according  to  the  knowledge 
of  his  works  and  operations,  in  and  by  many,  hath  several,  many, 
and  various  names  given  unto  it 

**  Therefore  consider  the  weight  of  the  mystery  of  G^d,  which  is 
manifested,  and  hath  been  manifested,  through  divers  things,  names, 
and  operations  unto  mankind,  since  his  departure  from  that  life  in 
which,  in  the  beginning,  he  was  made  in  uprightness,  according 
to  its  own  likeness  and  image.  As,  after  man  had  transgressed,  the 
name  of  this  holy  thing  was  then  promised  under  this  denomination, 

<  the  seed  of  the  woman,'  which  was  to  bruise  the  serpent's  head, 
which  had  led  into  transgression.  And  his  name  is  called,  *  the  word 
of  God,'  by  whom  all  things  were  made  and  created;  and  he  is  called, 
<the  faithful  and  true  witness,'  the  <  beginning  of  the  creation  of 
God;'  and  he  is  called,  Hhe  lamb  slain  from  the  foundation  of  the 
world;' and  he  is  called,  Uhe  lion  of  the  tribe  of  Judah;'  and  he  is 
oalied,  Hhe  wonderful  counsellor;'  and  he  is  called,  Uhe  Lord  our 
righteousness;'  and  he  is  called,  *  the  prince  of  peace,'  and  <  the  tried 
stone,'  and  <a  rock;'  and  yet  the  same  is  called  the  <  branch,'  and 
the  <  child,'  and  the  <  mediator,'  and  the  <  redeemer,'  and  the  <king 
of  Sion,'  and  the*  star  of  Jacob,'  and  the  <star  of  Israel,'  and  the 

<  bright  and  morning  star.'    And  he  saith  of  himself,  ^  I  am  the  good 

•  Luke  i.  31. 
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fhepherd,  which  hyn  down  his  life  for  the  sheep;'  stnd  in  a  certain 
pboe  it  is  written,  <  the  life  is  the  light  of  men/  And  again  saith  of 
himself,  <  1  am  the  way,  the  truth,  and  the  life/  and  *  I  am  the  true 
vine/  and  *  I  am  the  door;'  and  yet  saith,  <  I  stand  at  the  door  and 
knock :'  and  <  I  am  the  light  of  the  world,  no  man  cometh  unto  the 
Father  but  by  me.'  And  Moses  wrote  of  him,  saying,  <  A  prophet 
will  the  Lord  your  God  raise  up  in  the  midst  of  his  brethren,  like 
unto  me,  and  him  shall  you  hear  in  all  things;  and  it  shall  come  to 
pass,  that  he  that  will  not  hear  that  prophet,  shall  be  cut  off  from 
among  the  people.'  And  the  apostle  saith,  <  Say  not  in  thy  heart, 
who  shall  go  up  into  heaven,  to  bring  Christ  down,  or  into  the  c^rth, 
or  beyond  the  seas,  to  fetch  him  hither  for  us?  But  the  word  is  very 
nigh  thee,  even  in  thy  heart  and  in  thy  mouth,  that  thou  mayest  hear 
it  and  do  it;  and  this  is  the  word  of  faith  which  we  preach:'  &c. 
and  sometimes  saith,  <we  preach  Christ  crucified,  unto  the  Jews, 
(who  sought  after  an  outward  sign,)  a  stumbling-block,  and  to  the 
Greeks,  (who  sought  after  wisdom  of  words,)  foolishness ;'  but  to 
them  that  were  saved,  Christ  was  the  ^  power  and  wisdom  of  God;' 
of  whom  unto  them  was  also  made  righteousness,  sanctification,  and 
redemption ;  but  is  a  stone  of  stumbling  and  rock  of  offence  unto 
them  that  are  disobedient  to  the  word  of  faith,  which  is  very  nigh, 
in  the  heart  and  in  the  mouth, ^  &c. 

^Secondly.  Now  rightly  consider  and  understand,  that  all  these  va- 
rious names  were  given  to  and  spoken  of  one  and  the  self  same 
thing,  (as  it  is  written,  <  the  undeliled  is  but  one,')  in  which  is  the 
luhstanceof  them  all,  and  all  types,  ahadows,  figures,  and  words  cen- 
treand  end,  even  in  him  who  is  the  alpha  and  omega;  to  which  they 
were  given,  according  to  the  dispensations,  manifestations,  and  ope- 
rations unto  the  understandings,  and  sensible  workings  in  the  souls 
of  the  sons  of  men.  As  thus,  when  he  manifesteth  unto  man  his 
transgressions,  vain  life,  words,  and  conversation,  and  the  evil  of  his 
wajrsi,  and  that  he  hath  not  peace  with  Gf>d,  being  in  the  fall,  by  this 
first  appearance  this  holy  thing  is  properly  called  <  light ;'  and  as  it 
checks,  reproves,  troubles,  and  smites,  it  might  be  called  a  ^mani- 
festation of  the  power  and  spirit  of  God;'  and  as  it  judgeth  and  con- 
demneth  in  the  same,  he  is  properly  called  '  a  law-giver'  and  '  a 
judge;'  and  as  he  destroys  and  slays  the  enmity  or  root  of  iniquity 
in  man,  which  separates  from  God,  he  is  called  the  *  word  of  recon- 
ciliation;' and  so  having  reconciled  by  his  power  or  life  to  God 
again,  by  this  operation  and  effectual  work,  he  is  rightly  called  ^  a  re- 
deemer,' ^  a  restorer,'  and  '  a  maker  up  of  the  breaches.'  And  as  he 
guides,  draws,  and  leads  out  of  sin,  he  is  called  a  Header  or  com- 
mander of  the  people;'  and  as  he  preserves  and  defends  them  whom 
he  hath  led  out  of  transgi^ession  in  himself,  he  is  called  a '  rock,' 
a '  refuge,'  a  *  shield,'  a  '  strong  tower,'  and  a  *  munition  of  rocks,'&c. 
And  as  he  instructs,  teaches,  and  counsels,  he  is  called  the  '  wonder- 
ful oouDselior,'  the  <  prophet,'  and  ^  high  priest,'  and  the  '  overseer 
of  the  soul;'  and  as  he  rules,  and  hath  the  dominion  in  man^th&w 
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may  he  by  that  man  be  properly  called  ^  the  Lord,'  and  in  truth  may 
say,  <  the  Lord  is  my  light,  the  Lord  is  my  judge,  the  Lord  is  my 
law-giver,  the  Lord  is  my  king,  my  shepherd  and  saviour/  which  is 
Christ,  the  power  of  God,  the  anointing;  which,  when  so  known  and 
enjoyed,  as  before  mentioned,  in  a  man,  there  is  truly  witnessed  the 
knowledge  of  the  only  true  God,  and  the  government  and  kingdom 
of  the  Lord  Jesus  Christ,  and  not  before.  He  that  can  receive  it,  let 
him. 

"  Now,  it  is  written,  '  His  name  shall  be  called  Jesus;  for  he  shall 
save  his  people  from  their  sins.'  Mark,  his  name,  signifying  it  was 
a  thing  before  the  name  Jesus  was,  or  any  other  of  those  names  be- 
fore mentioned.  For  he  is  that  word,  or  power,  by  which  all  things 
that  were  made  were  made  and  created,  of  which  it  is  said,  ^  In  the 
beginning  he  was  with  God,  and  was  God;^  and  by  the  angel  called 
*•  Immanuel,  God  with  us;'  and  by  the  apostle,  the  ^  power  of  God,' 
and  the  '  wisdom  of  God. '  So  that  it  is  not  the  names  which  are  to 
be  contended  or  striven  about,  (which  is  to  no  profit,)  but  rather  to 
wait  to  know  that  name  which  is  a  ^  strong  tower,'  to  which  every 
knee  shall  bow,  of  things  in  heaven  and  things  in  earth,  which  is  the 
higher  power,  of  God  ordained,  that  to  it  every  soul  should  be  sub- 
ject, &c. 

"  So  that  all  these  names  are  given  to  the  power  of  God,  in  which 
is  the  fulness  of  the  treasures  of  life,  virtue,  goodness,  mercy,  truth, 
wisdom,  and  knowledge;  which  never  fadeth  away,  and  in  which  is 
enjoyed  every  good  and  perfect  gift.  The  power  of  God,  who  is 
light,  reproveth  for  sin ;  the  power  of  God  instructs,  teaches,  guides, 
counsels,  restores,  reconciles,  preserves,  defends,  and  gives  victory 
and  dominion,  where  it  is  obeyed,  over  all  things  which  are  con- 
trary to  the  power  of  God. 

"  So,  all  these  names  are  given  to  the  power  of  God,  which  is  but 
one,  and  is  that  name  which  is  <  as  precious  ointment  poured  forth/ 
and  is  the  strong  tower  in  which  the  righteous  are  safe,  which  is 
called  *  Christ,'  *  God  with  us,'  <  the  Immanuel,'  which  worketh 
and  fulfilleth  the  Father's  will,  or  effecteth  the  willings  and  purposes 
of  the  original  fountain  from  whence  it  springs,  which  holy  thing  is 
called  rightly  Uhe  Son  of  God,'  <  the  heir  of  all  things,'  by  which 
they  were  made  and  created;  and  he  is  before  all  things,  and  the  end 
of  all  things,  the  *  alpha'  and  <  omega,'  the  *amen.' 

<<  Thirdly.  Now,  if  any  pray,  or  preach,  or  speak  in  the  power  of 
God,  and  in  the  wisdom  of  God,  they  do  it  in  the  name  of  Jesus;  or 
if  any  pray  in  the  truth,  and  the  life,  and  the  way,  they  pray  in  the 
name  of  Jesus;  and  if  any  pray  in  the  true  light  and  spirit  of  God, 
<  which  lighteth  every  man  that  cometh  into  the  world,'  they  pray  in 
the  name  of  Jesus ;  as  it  is  written,  <  the  true  worshippers  worship 
the  Father  in  the  spirit,  and  in  the  truth ;'  and  not  every  one  that 
saith,  ^  Lord,  Lord,'  or  that  can  often  mention  the  name  *  Jesus.'  It 
is  another  thing  than  the  wisdom  of  this  world  can  either  speak  or 
comprehend :  for  it  is  writteui  ^  whosoever  shall  call  upon  the  name 
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of  the  Lord,  shall  be  saved  ;^  and  <no  man  can  call  Jesus  Lord,  but 
by  the  spirit  of  Grod;'  and  <  every  one  that  nameth  the  name  of  Jesus^ 
departs  from  iniquity.'    He  that  can  hear^  let  him. 

'<  Therefore,  stumble  not  nor  dispute  not  about  names,  or  words, 
or  letters,  which  were  given,  through  the  various  operations,  to 
the  one,  holy,  undefiled,  unchangeable  thing,  as  it  was  witnessed^ 
understoodj  and  enjoyed^  by  those  men  which  were  made  holy 
through  the  divine  workings,  teachings,  instructions,  counsels,  and 
guidances  of  it 

<< Fourthly.  Now  mark  and  consider  these  words  following: 
<  Whatsoever  you  do,  do  all  in  the  name  of  Jesus ;'  and  <  to  the  name 
of  Jesus  let  every  knee  bow,  and  tongue  confess;^  and  '  through  the 
aameof  Jesus  the  devils  were  made  subject;'  and  <  through  faith  in  the 
name  of  Jesus  people  receive  the  remission  of  sins,'  &c. 

*•  Yet  again  it  is  written,  by  the  true  Christians,  *  We  are  the  cir- 
cumcision that  worship  God  in  the  spirit,  and  have  no  confidence  in 
the  flesh;'  and  saith,  <  If  ye  walk  in  the  spirit,  ye  shall  not  fulfil  the 
lusts  of  the  flesh ;  and  <  I  will  pray  with  the  spirit,  and  sing  with  the 
q>irit,  and  with  the  understanding;'  <For  the  Son  of  God  is  come, 
and  hath  given  us  an  understanding,'  &c. 

^^  And  again :  <  As  every  one  of  us  have  received  Christ  Jesus  the 
Lord,  so  let  us  v/alk  in  him  ;^  and  <  if  we  are  in  the  light,  as  he  is  in 
the  light,  then  have  we  fellowship  with  the  Father,  and  with  the  son 
Jesus  Christ,  and  one  with  another,'  in  him.  And  the  Father,  Son, 
and  Spirit  are  one,  which  was  before  the  names,  letters,  or  words 
were,  or  before  the  bodies  of  creatures  were  made  and  created;  who 
is  the  invisible,  only  wise  God,  who  to  us  is  one  Lord,  and  his  name 
one.  And  *  as  many  as  are  led  by  the  spirit  of  God,  they  are  the 
sons  of  God.'  And  Adam,  before  transgression,  before  the  names 
were  given  to  any  creatures  or  things,  or  words  or  letters  were,  was 
in  the  image  of  God,  and  blessed  of  God,  in  dominion  over  all  crea- 
tures, the  son  of  God;  and  he  that  leads  again  out  of  transgression 
into  the  paradise  of  God,  is  the  ^  second  Adam,'  the  '  Lord  from 
heaven,'  the  ^quickening  spirit,'  which  is  given  to  us,  who  have 
bdieved  and  received  him,  to  lead  us  into  all  truth,  and  is  our  com- 
forter, instructor,  preserver,  king,  and  saviour,  reproving  the  world 
finr  sin,  and  for  righteousness,  and  for  judgment,  as  it  is  written.  So 
there  is  a  white  stone  given,  with  a  new  name  in  it,  which  no  man 
knoweth  but  he  that  receiveth  it 

«But  as  many  as  receive  this  white  stone,  (the  light,)  to  them  he 
gives  power  to  become  the  sons  of  God ;  in  which  the  names  end, 
and  that  name  only  remains  which  is  a  strong  tower,  and  a  sure  dwell- 
ing-place for  all  the  upright  in  heart,  from  the  beginning,  at  this  day, 
and  forever.     Amen." 

In  the  works  of  Isaac  Penington,  vol.  1,  pages  693-4,  this  ex- 
plicit passage  occurs :  "  God  is  one.  There  are  many  names,  but 
iht  thing  is  one.  The  life,  the  power,  the  wisdom  in  the  Father, 
Son,  and  Spirit,  is  all  one :  yea,  they  themselves  are  one,  perfectly 
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ane^  not  at  all  divided  or  separated ;  but  where  the  Father  is,  the  Son 
is;  and  where  the  Son  is,  the  spirit  is;  and  where  the  Spirit  is,  there 
is  both  the  Father  and  the  Son,  who  tabernacle  in  man  in  the  day  of 
the  gospel.  And  where  these  are,  there  that  is  which  is  to  be  preferred 
before  all  words,  which  was  afore  them,  and  is  in  nature.  Spirit,  and 
glory  above  them.  He  that  hath  the  Son,  hath  life,  even  the  life 
eternal,  which  the  words  testify  of.  He  that  hath  the  Son,  hath  him 
which  is  true ;  and  he  (hat  is  in  the  Son,  is  in  him  that  is  true;  and 
abiding  there,  cannot  be  deceived;  but  he  that  is  not  there^  is  cfe- 
edvedy  let  him  apprehend  and  gatl^er  out  qf  the  Scriptures  what 
he  can.^' 

Again,  in  vol.  2d,  pages  17,  18,  he  says:  '^  If  I,  or  any  one  else, 
have  felt  the  saving  arm  of  the  Lord  revealed  in  us;  if  we  have  felt 
a  measure  of  the  same  life,  power,  and  anointing  revealed  in  mar 
vessels  as  was  revealed  in  his^  is  it  not  of  the  same  nature  ?  Is  it 
not  the  same  thing  ?  Is  not  Christ  the  seed  ?  And  is  not  this  seed 
sown  in  the  heart?  Now  if  this  seed  spring  and  grow  up  in  me  into 
a  spiritual  shape  or  form  (though  it  be  but  of  a  babe)i  is  not  Christ 
then  formed  in  me  ?  If  I  be  ingrafted  into,  and  grow  up  in  it,  am  I 
not  ingrafted  into  Christ,  (the  true  olive-tree,  the  true  vine,)  and  do  I 
not  grow  up  in  him  ?  ^nd  is  not  this  the  same  Christ  that  took 
upon  him  the  body  of  fleshy  and  offered  it  without  the  gates  qfJe* 
rusalem?  Is  there  any  more  than  one,  or  is  there  any  other  than  he? 
Is  Christ  divided  ?  Is  there  one  Christ  within,  and  another  without? 
He  that  knoweth  the  least  measure  of  the  thing,  doth  he  not  know 
the  thing  in  some  measure?  And  he  that  is  in  the  least  measure  of 
the  thing,  is  he  not  in  the  thing?  He  that  knoweth  the  Son,  doth 
he  not  know  the  Father?  And  he  that  knoweth  the  Spirit,  doth  he 
not  also  know  the  Son  ?  And  he  that  is  in  the  Spirit,  is  he  not  in  the 
Son  ?  For  they  are  one  nature  and  being.  A  man  may  have  nO' 
turns  of  the  one,  and  not  of  the  other;  but  their  nature,  their  being, 
their  life,  their  virtue  is  inseparable.  And  as  Christ  said  concerning 
the  Father,  that  he  was  in  the  Father,  and  the  Father  in  him;  and 
that  he  that  saw  him,  saw  the  Father;  so  may  it  not  be  as  truly 
affirmed  (in  the  true  sense  and  understanding  of  life)  concerning 
Christ,  that  he  is  in  the  Spirit,  and  the  Spirit  in  him;  and  that  he 
that  seeth  the  Spirit,  seeth  him;  and  he  that  seeth  him  seeth  the 
Spirit?  fl^r  he  is  the  Spirit,  according  to  that  Scripture,  2  Cor.  iiL 
17.  *Now  the  Lord  is  that  Spirit;  and  where  the  Spirit  of  the  Lord 
is,  there  is  liberty.'  What  to  do?  Why,  to  see  and  read  within  the 
veil,  and  to  behold  the  glory  of  the  Lord,  which  is  revealed  there; 
which  they  whom  the  veil  was  over  formerly,  or  whom  the  veil  ia 
over  now,  have  not  liberty  to  do.  Here  is  confusion  and  impossibi- 
lity to  man's  wisdom ;  that  Christ  should  be  all  one  with  the  Spiritk 
that  Christ  should  send  the  Spirit  in  his  name,  and, also  himself 
be  the  Spirit  whom  he  sends.  (This  is  a  hard  saying,  who  can  bear 
it?)  And  yet  this  confusion  to  man,  is  God's  wisdom,  and  precious 
in  their  eye  who  are  taught  of  him. 
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<<  For  it  is  one  and  the  same  Christ  that  was  signified  in  types  and 
shadows  under  the  law,  revealed  in  the  fulness  of  time  in  that  pre- 
pared body,  and  afterwards  in  Spirit.^' 

In  George  Whitehead's  Christian  Quaker,  page  352,  it  is  said, 
« Whereas  H.  6.  saith,  <  Are  there  not  three  that  bear  record  in 
heaven  ?'  I  say  yes,  and  these  three  are  one.  And  is  not  Christ  the 
Saviour  that  Word  which  is  one  of  the  three  ?  which  are  but  one 
Divine  Being,  thing,  or  substance,  though  revealed  under  several 
tonsidcrations,  and  diversities  qf  manifestations^  and  degrees  of 
discoveries^  yet  all  one  divine  life  and  being,  as  God  is  the  Word,  ^ 
the  Life,  the  Light,  and  so  is  Christ.  And  the  holy  Spirit  is  life  to 
the  righteous,  and  so  is  Christ  the  way,  the  truth,  and  the  life.  <  In 
him  was  life,  and  the  life  was  the  light  of  men;'  the  life  affordeth 
light  to  all,  and  the  light  life  to  all  that  obey  it,  and  in  it  follow 
Christ  Such  receive  the  light  of  life,  and  come  to  walk  in  the  light 
of  the  living.  As  the  light  of  life  is  received  unto  justification  and 
peace,  the  holy  Spirit  is  received,  in  that  glorious  ministration,  as 
oomforter,  after  a  state  of  desolation  and  sorrow,  of  whom  Christ 
nid,  <He  shall  receive  of  mine  and  shall  show  it  unto  you.'  John 
xvi.  13.*' 

William  Penn,  Ist  vol.  page  269,  thus  expresses  himself,  on  this 
point:  ^  I  sincerely  own,  and  unfeignedly  believe,  (by  virtue  of  the 
flouod  knowledge  and  experience  received  from  the  gift  of  that  holy 
onetion,  and  divine  grace  inspired  from  on  high,)  in  one  holy,  just, 
mercifuly  almighty,  and  eternal  God,  who  is  the  Father  of  all  things; 
that  appeared  to  the  holy  patriarchs  and  prophets  of  old,  at  sundry 
times,  aod  in  divers  manners;  and  in  one  Lord  Jesus  Christ,  the  ever- 
lasting wisdom,  divine  power,  true  light,  only  saviour  and  preserver 
of  aU,  the  same  one,  holy,  just,  merciful,  almighty,  and  eternal  God, 
who  in  the  fulness  of  time  took,  and  was  manifested  in,  the  flesh,  at 
which  time  he  preached  (and  his  disciples  after  him)  the  everlasting 
gospel  of  repentance,  and  promise  of  remission  of  sins,  and  eternsu 
ufe  to  all  that  heard  and  obeyed;  who  said,  he  that  is  with  you  (in 
the  flesh)  shall  be  in  you,  (by  the  Spirit,)  and  though  he  left  them, 
(as  to  the  flesh,)  yet  not  comfortless,  for  he  would  come  to  them 
again,  (in  the  Spirit:)  for  a  little  while,  and  they  should  not  see  him 
(as  to  the  flesh;)  again,  a  little  while  and  they  should  see  him  (in  the 
Spirit;)  for  /Ae  Lord  {JesiLS  Christ)  is  that  Spirit,  a  manifestation 
whereof  is  given  to  every  one  to  profit  withal,  in  which  holy  Spirit 
I  believe,  as  tfie  same  Almighty  and  Eternal  God;  who,  as  in  those 
times  he  ended  all  shadows,  and  became  the  infallible  guide  to  them 
that  walked  therein,  by  which  they  were  adopted  heirs  and  co-heirs 
of  glory ;  so  am  I  a  living  witness,  that  the  same  holy,  just,  merciful, 
almighty,  and  eternal  God,  is  now,  as  then,  (after  this  tedious  night 
of  idolatry,  superstition,  and  human  inventions  that  hath  overspread 
the  world,)  gloriously  manifested  to  discover  and  save  from  all  ini- 
quity, and  to  conduct  unto  the  holy  land  of  pure  and  endless  peace; 
in  a  word,  to  tabernacle  in  men.^* 
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3.  Instead  of  considering  the  doctrine  of  the  three  that  bear  record 
In  heaven,  or  the  Father,  Son,  and  Holy  Spirit,  aa  "  a  mystery  be- 
yond finite  human  conception,''  and  that  they  were  not  "  warranted 
in  making  deductions"  from  the  Scripture  text,  they  did  explain 
their  understanding  of  the  termsj  and  that  they  were  intended  to 
express  three  manifestations  or  operations  of  the  one  infinite  and 
indivisible  God.  In  other  words,  they  accepted  them  to  express, 
not  an  abstract,  speculative  idea,  which  would  bewilder  and  con- 
found, but  an  important  practical  truth,  which  they  could  know  and 
realize  in  their  own  experience. 

Thus,  Francis  Howgil,  in  his  works,  pages  307-8,  says :  ^  In  the 
ninth  page  thou  art  going  about  to  prove  thy  trinity,  as  thou  callest 
it,  and  thou  sayst,  Uhe  Father  is  a  distinct  subsistence,  and  the  Son 
Is  a  distinct  subsistence,  and  the  Holy  Ghost  is  a  distinct  subsistence;' 
9nd  thou  bringest  John  v.  *  There  is  another  bears  witness  likewise,' 
speaking  of  the  Holy  Ghost;  he  calls  him  another;  and  this  another 
(thou  sayst)  is  intelligible  of  the  essence,  and  then  sayst,  <  What  is 
more  manifest  than  another  subsistence,  and  another  subsistence  speaks 
distinct  subsistences;'  and  thou  sayst,  <  the  Spirit  is  called  the  band 
of  trinity.' 

<<  Answer.  Another  is  not  understood  of  another  being,  of  another 
life,  or  another  substance,  but  is  understood  of  another  manifestation 
or  operation  qfthe  same  Oody  who  subsists  in  the  same  power,  in 
which  the  Father,  the  Son,  and  the  Spirit  subsist,  as  I  said  unto  thee 
before.  Another,  as  to  distinguish  of  the  operation  and  work  of  the 
Spirit  and  of  the  Sony  we  do  not  refuse;  but  to  make  three  distinct 
essences  and  beings  is  ignorance  and  error,  as  thou  sayest,  <  Another 
is  intelligible  of  the  essence,'  and  so  thou  hast  made  three  essences, 
three  subsistences,  three  persons,  and  three  Gods.  But  we  say,  there  is 
but  one  God,  and  there  are  three  that  bear  i*ecord  in  heaven,  the  Fa- 
ther, the  Word,  and  the  Spirit,  and  these  three  are  one.  Now  as  for 
subsistence  and  essence,  they  are  unsound  words,  coined  of  yourselves, 
from  your  dark  imaginations,  in  which  there  is  no  truth  at  all,  but 
to  C3st  a  mist.  Now  where  the  Holy  Ghost  is  called  a  person  in  the 
Scripture,  I  have  never  read,  and  where  it  is  called  the  band  of  trinity, 
I  have  never  heard  of  before  thee ;  and  so  thy  blind  ignorant  conclu- 
sions and  sophistical  arguing  will  have  little  place  with  them  that  are 
come  to  know  the  teachings  with  the  Spirit,  and  also  keep  to  a  form 
of  sound  words,  which  thou  canst  not." 

William  Bayly,  in  a  work  published  in  1660,  pages  115,  117,  al* 
ready  quoted,  is  clear  to  this  point.  "Now  rightly  consider,"  says 
he,  "  and  understand,  that  all  these  various  names  were  given  to 
and  spoken  of  one  and  the  self  same  thing,  (as  it  is  written,  <  the 
undefiled  is  but  one,')  in  which  is  the  substance  of  them  all,  and  all 
types,  shadows,  figures,  and  words,  centre  and  end,  even  in  him  who 
Jj  the  alpha  and  omega;  to  which  they  were  given,  according  to  the 
e^ispensa^ions,  manifestations,  and  operations  unto  the  under' 
i^/andtngs,  and  sefisible  workings  in  l\\e  ao\i\a  ol  V3tv^  wixv^  ol  trwix" 
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Aod  ag^iD,  ^  Therefore  stumble  not  nor  dispute  not  about  names,  or 
words,  or  letters,  which  were  given,  through  the  various  operations j 
to  the  one,  holy)  undefiled,  unchangeable  thing,  as  it  was  witnessed, 
understood,  and  enjoyed,  by  those  men  which  were  made  holy 
through  the  divine  workings,  teachings,  instructions,  counsels,  and 
guidances  of  it  '^ 

Creorge  Whitehead,  in  his  work  on  the  Divinity  of  Christ,  speaks 
thus,  pag^s  23,  24:  <<The  divinity  of  Christ,  confessed  by  us  called 
Quakers;  and,  what  we  own  touching  the  Deity  or  Godhead,  accord- 
ing to  the  Scriptures : 

^  That  there  is  but  one  God,  the  Father,  of  whom  are  all  things, 
and  we  in  him,  and  one  Lord  Jesus  Christ,  by  whom  are  all  things^ 
and  we  by  him. 

**  That  there  are  three  that  bear  record  in  heaven,  the  Father,  the 
Word,  and  the  Spirit,  and  that  these  three  are  one,  both  in  divinity, 
divioe  substance,  and  essence ;  not  three  Gods,  nor  separate  beings. 

"  That  ihey  are  called  by  several  names  in  Scripture,  as  mani" 
fest  to  and  in  the  saints,  (for  whatsoever  may  be  known  of  God, 
is  manifest  in  man,  Rom.  i.)  and  their  record  received  as  the  full 
testimony  of  three,  by  such  as  truly  know  and  own  the  record  of 
the  three  in  earth;  and  yet  they  are  eternally  one  in  nature  and 
being;  one  if\finite  wisdom^  one  power,  one  love,  one  light  and 
ltfe,tic* 

^We  never  denied  the  divinity  of  Christ,  as  most  injuriously  we 
have  been  accused  by  some  prejudiced  spirits,  who  prejMdicIally,  in 
their  perverse  contests,  have  sought  occasion  against  us.  As  chiefly 
because  (when  some  of  us  were  in  dispute  with  some  Presbyterians) 
we  could  not  own  their  unscriptural  distinctions  and  terms,  touch-i> 
log  the  Father,  the  Word,  and  the  Holy  Spirit,  to  wit,  of  their  being 
incommunicable,  distinct,  separate  persons,  or ^u^^/ence^;  whereas 
the  Father,  the  Word,  and  the  Spirit  are  one,  not  to  be  compared 
to  corruptible  men,  nor  to  finite  creatures  or  persons,  which  are 
limitable  and  separable.  For,  the  only  wise  God,  the  creator  of  all^ 
who  is  one,  and  his  name  one,  is  infinite  and  inseparable,  Deut< 
vi.4.  Zee.  xiv.  9.  And  the  Father's  begetting  the  Son,  and  the  Spi* 
rit's  being  sent,  we  witness  to  and  own,  as  he  said.  Thou  art  my  Son^ 
this  day  have  I  begotten  thee.  Psal.  ii.  7.  Heb.  i.  5.  And  he  hath 
lent  his  Spirit  into  our  hearts,  Gal.  iv.  6. ;  and  that  the  Father  is  in 
the  Sod,  and  the  Son  in  the  Father,  yea,  in  the  bosom  of  the  Father* 
John  i.  xviii.  and  chap.  xvii.  21, 23.  So  that  they  arc  neither  divided^ 
nor  separate,  being  one,  and  of  one  infinite  nature  and  substance) 
Christ  being  the  image  of  the  invisible  Ood,  the  first-born  of  every 
creature,  by  whom  all  things  were  created,  both  in  heaven  and  in 
earth.  CoL  i.  Yea,  the  Son  of  God  is  the  brightness  of  his  glory, 
and  the  express  image  of  his  sabstance,  Heb.  i.  3.  u^odVouTscj^,  and 
that  it  was  in  due  time  God  was  manifest  in  the  flesh.  \  Tvtci.  \\v.  \^. 
Af  in  the  fuJuesv  of  time  God  sent  his  Son.  Gal.  iv.  A.t\<V  V\v^  ^^ 
cfGod  wumade  manifest  to  destroy  sin.   I  John  iu.  8.     AuA  ;k  vfvv 
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nifestation  of  the  Spirit  is  given  to  every  man  to  profit  withal.  1  Cor. 
xii.  So  the  manifestation  of  the  Father j  of  the  Son,  and  Holy 
Spirit y  we  confess  to^  and  own  to  be  in  unity y  {and  so  the  only 
true  God^)  according  to  the  Scriptures. " 

And  page  25^  '*  And  our  knowledge  of  the  only  true  God,  and  our 
faith  in,  and  concerning  him,  and  his  name,  unto  our  salvation,  doth 
not  consist  in  the  traditional  names,  human  inventions,  nor  in  philo- 
sophical terms,  and  nice  school  distinctions,  derived  from  heathenish 
metaphysics,  which  since  the  apostles'  time,  men  have  put  upon  the 
Godhead;  but  in  the  living  sense,  and  feeling  of  his  divine  power^ 
life,  and  love,  revealed  in  us  by  the  spirit  of  the  Son  of  God, 
Whereby  we  hatre,  in  his  gift  of  divine  light  and  spirit,  received  life, 
and  salvation  from  sin  and  death.  See  Matth.  xi.  27.  Luke  x.  22. 
Matth.  xvi.  17.  Rom.  i.  17.  chap.  viii.  18.  Gal.  i.  16.  Eph.  lii.  5. 
1  Pet.  XV.  12.  ch.  iv.  14.  ch.  iv.  13.  ch.  v.  1.  2  Pet  i.  3.  Matth.  i.  21.'' 

And  in  chap.  2,  p.  15,  he  says:  "And  now  let  the  reader  judge,  whe- 
ther such  dark  envious  persons  (as  thou  herein  hast  shown  thyself,)  are 
fit  to  be  judges  in  these  things  of  controversy,  about  such  hi^  mat- 
ters, touching  the  three  that  bear  record  in  heaven,  (viz.  the  Father, 
the  Word,  and  the  Spirit,)  when  thou  in  thy  earthly  sensual  wis- 
dom, never  earnest  there,  neither  canst  thou  till  thou  countest  it  loss 
unto  thee,  and  comest  to  lose  it,  that  the  babe's  state  that  enters 
the  kingdom  be  known,  in  which  the  light  and  life  of  the  Son  of  God 
is  manifest,  which  discovers  the  hidden  things  of  darkness,  and  re- 
veals the  mysteries  of  God's  salvation  to  them  that  obey  it." 

Again:  "The  Father,  Word,  and  Spirit,  we  really  own,  and  bear 
witness  to,  both  as  mentioned  in  the  Scripture,  and  as  knowing  the 
absolute  testimony  and  eternal  power  thereof  manifesiedf  where 
that  which  may  be  known  of  God  is  manifest,  (even  within^  both  in 
creating,  begetting,  and  quickening  us  again  to  God  out  of  death  and 
darkness.'' 

And  page  31,  he  has  this  pertinent  remark:  "  He  saith,  *•  Reason, 
it  may  be,  will  leave  us  in  our  search'  after  the  Deity  in  the  trinity, 
and  the  trinity,  &c.  but  where  reason  faileth,  faith  must  supply  its 
room :'  and  then  tells  us  of  <  mysteries  which  reason  cannot  demonstrate 
to  us,'  and  that  *  in  this  mystery  of  the  trinity  wo  must  exercise  our 
faith,  though  we  cannot  clear  it  to  ourselves  by  demonstration,'  &c. 
But  sure  whilst  reason  hath  so  much  failed  T.  V.  and  his  brethren  in 
this  matter,  that  thereby  they  cannot  clear  it  to  themselves  by  de- 
monstration, it  is  very  strange  and  unreasonable  they  should  make 
such  a  stir  in  the  dark,  as  they  have  done,  to  impose  it  on  the  faith 
of  others ;  and  what  tends  this  to,  but  to  force  people  to  exercise  an 
implicit  faith,  whilst  they  have  neither  Scripture,  reason,  demonstra- 
tion, nor  revelation,  (for  that  is  ceased,  they  say,)  to  ground  a  faith 
upon  in  this  matter." 

And  page  94,  of  his  answer  to  Danson's  Synopsis,  he  again  sajrs: 
*<  The  three  that  bear  record  in  heaven,  the  Father,  the  Word,  and  the 
Spirit,  (or  the  Father,  Son,  and  Holy  Ghost,)  are  one,  and  insepara- 
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bie;  nowhere  in  Scripture  called  three  separate  persons,  nor  finite  in 
personalities ;  though  three  in  manifestation^  and  so  testified  of  (as 
three  witnesses)  for  the  confirmation  of  the  testimony  of  the  gospel.'' 

In  Fox's  Great  Mystery,  page  385,  we  have  another  strong  passage 
bearing  on  the  subject,  viz.  "The  light  which  every  man  that  cometh 
into  the  world  is  enlightened  with,  the  covenant  of  God  to  Jews  and 
Gentiles,  doth  enlighten  every  man  that  cometh  into  the  world;  and 
they  that  walk  in  the  light,  walk  in  Christ,  and  come  to  see  before 
any  natural  light  was.  And  he  that  walks  in  the  light  shall  not  abide 
in  the  darkness,  but  shall  have  the  light  of  life;  and  with  the  light  he 
shall  know  God^  he  shall  know  the  Son^  he  shall  know  the  gospel,  he 
shall  know  the  Holy  Ghost^  and  that  light  is  not  natural.  And  he 
that  knoweth  Grod,  knoweth  the  Father ;  and  none  know  him  but 
with  the  light  of  Christ  Jesus  who  reveals  him;  for  God  is  the  Father. 
And  *  I  will  give  him  for  a  covenant,  a  light  to  the  Gentiles,  a  new 
covenant  to  the  house  of  Israel  and  Judah,'  who  doth  enlighten  every 
man  that  cometh  into  the  world,  a  leader  of  the  people,  a  leader  of 
them  from  death  to  life,  to  (jrod,  out  of  the  fall,  out  of  the  first  man 
Adam,  a  bringer  in  of  righteousness,  peace,  and  joy,  and  truth,  and 
grace,  to  all  that  believe  and  receive  him;  but  they  that  hate  the  light 
it  is  their  condemnation.  The  light,  Christ,  the  covenant  of  God,  is 
the  leader  of  the  people  out  of  the  fall,  out  of  all  deceit,  unto  God,  and 
it  is  sufficient.  It  is  the  end  of  the  prophets^  and  the  apostles^  teach- 
ing, the  fountain  of  life,  in  which  every  one  sees  life." 

4.  The  ancient  Friends  believed,  that  Christ  is  the  wisdom  and 
power  of  God,  who  was  manifested  in  fulness  in  the  man  Jesus.  That 
the  body  bore  the  name  Christ  from  the  virtue  of  the  Father  that 
dwelt  in  and  actuated  it,  but  that  the  term  was  applicable,  in  its  strict 
and  highest  senses  to  the  divine  nature.  That  the  Saviour,  the 
JesuSy  the  Christ,  was  from  everlasting:  that  his  taking  a  prepared 
body,  or  his  being  manifested  in  the  man  Jesus,  made  no  alteration 
in  him.  That  the  manhood  was  but  instrumentally  a  Saviour, 
being  entirely  dependent  on  the  Father  for  everything  he  had,  and 
everything  he  did. 

Thus  Isaac  Penington,  who  says,  vol.  1,  pages  266,7:  "They 
(the  Quakers)  believe  that  Christ  is  the  eternal  light,  life,  wisdom, 
and  power  of  God,  which  was  manifested  in  that  body  of  fiesh 
which  he  took  of  the  virgin:  that  he  is  the  king,  priest,  and  prophet 
of  his  people,  and  saveth  them  fi*om.  their  sins,  by  laying  down  his 
life  for  them,  and  imputing  his  righteousness  to  them;  yet  not  with- 
out revealing  and  bringing  forth  the  same  righteousness  in  them, 
which  he  wrought  for  Uiem.  And  by  experience  they  know,  that 
there  is  no  being  saved  by  a  belief  of  his  death  for  them,  and7)f  his 
resurrection,  ascension,  intercession,  &c.,  without  being  brought  into 
a  true  fellowship  with  him  in  his  death,  and  without  feeling  his  im- 
mortal seed  of  life  raised  and  living  in  them.  And  so  they  disown 
the  faith  in  Christ's  death  which  is  only  received  and  entertained 
from  the  relation  of  the  letter  of  the  Scriptures,  and  ^Vaud^  w^\.  \xv 
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the  divine  power,  and  sensible  experience  of  the  begotten  qf  0 
in  the  heart,  > 

"  Now  they  distinguish,  according  to  the  Scriptures,  between  tl 
which  is  called  the  Christ,  and  the  bodily  garment  which  he  tot 
The  one  was  flesh,  the  other  spirit.  The  flesh  profiteth  nothi 
(saith  he,)  the  spirit  quickeneth;  and  he  that  eateth  me,  shall  live 
me,  even  as  I  live  by  the  Father.  John  vi.  57.  63.  This  is  i 
manna  itself,  the  true  treasure ;  the  other  but  the  visible  or  eartl 
vessel  which  held  it  The  body  of  flesh  was'^but  the  veil.  Heb. 
20.  The  eternal  life  was  the  substance  veiled.  The  one  he  i 
partake  of^  as  the  rest  of  the  children  did;  the  other  was  he  wh 
-  did  partake  thereof.  Heb.  ii.  14.  The  one  was  the  body  which  % 
prepared  for  the  life,  for  it  to  appear  in,  and  be  made  manifest.  H 
X.  5.  The  other  was  the  life,  or  light  itself,  for  whom  the  body  ^ 
prepared,  who  took  it  up,  appeared  in  it  to  do  the  will,  Ps.  xl.  7. 
and  was  made  manifest  to  those  eyes  which  were  able  to  see  throi 
the  veil  wherewith  it  was  covered.  John  i.  14. 

Now  is  not  this  sound  according  to  the  Scriptures  ?  And  is  it  i 
a  good  way  to  know  this  by  unity  with  it,  by  feeling  a  measure 
the  same  life  made  manifest  in  our  mortal  flesh  ?  2  Cor.  iv.  11.  T 
we  confess  is  our  way  of  understanding  things;  and  likewise  of  \ 
derstanding  the  Scriptures  which  speak  of  these  things.  And 
have  found  it  a  far  surer  kind  of  knowledge;  namely,  to  understa 
the  Scriptures  by  experience  of  that  whereof  the  Scripture  spea 
than  to  guess  at  the  things  the  Scripture  speaks  of,  by  consider! 
and  scanning  in  the  earthly  part  what  the  Scriptures  speak  of  the 
Such  a  kind  of  knowledge  as  this,  a  wise  man  may  attain  to  a  gr 
measure  of;  but  the  other  is  peculiar  to  him  who  is  begotten  of  & 
whose  knowledge  is  true  and  certain,  though  it  seem  ever  so  difl 
ent  from  his  who  hath  attained  what  he  hath  by  the  search  of 
wisdom." 

Again,  vol.  2,  page  11,  ^^Now,  friends,  if  ye  will  know  aright, 
believe  aright,  ye  must  know  and  believe  in  him,  who  was  With  1 
Father  before  the  world  was;  who  was  the  Saviour,  the  Jesus,  1 
Christ,  from  everlasting.  For  what  makes  him  so  ?  Is  it  not 
nature?  Is  it  not  the  power  of  salvation  in  him  ?  His  taking  u{ 
body  made  no  alteration  in  him,  added  nothing  to  him  ;  on!} 
was  necessary  that  he  should  take  it  up,  to  fulfil  the  will  in  it,  a 
to  offer  it  up  a  sacrifice  in  his  own  life  and  spirit  to  the  Fath 
This  we  firmly  believe;  and  this  also  we  cannot  but  say  further,  tl 
the  virtue,  the  value,  the  worth,  the  excellency  of  what  was  done 
him  in  the  body,  was  not  of  the  body,  but  it  was  in  him  before  tin 
in  time,  and  will  be  after  time,  and  for  ever:  yea,  it  is  he  to  whi 
the  name  Jesus  and  Christ  did  of  right  belong  before  he  took  up  t 
body:  and  he  only  put  forth  in  the  body  the  saving  virtue  which 
had  before,  which  belonged  to  the  nature,  to  the  anointing  in  hi 
whether  ever  he  had  saved  any  with  it  or  no.  And  this  virtue,  tl 
life,  this  spirit,  this  nature  of  his,  is  the  food,  tlie  righteousRess,  t 
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pnnent  of  life  and  salvation,  which  he  (through  the  death  of  the 
body)  made  and  prepared  a  living  way  for  the  soul  to  come  to,  to 
feed  on,  and  be  clothed  with.  I  can  hardly  atop  speaking  of  these 
things  for  your  sakes,  that  through  my  words  (or  the  words  of  whom 
the  Lord  shall  please)  ye  might  come  to  feel  that  which  is  able  to 
give  you  the  holy  understanding,  and  might  come  to  the  true  sense 
and  experience  of  the  truth  itseify  and  might  see  who  hath  blinded 
you,  and  how  he  hath  blinded  you,  and  fed  you  with  hitsks  and  dry 
Jbodf  instead  of  that  which  bath  the  tnte  living  sap  in  it.  But 
while  ye  see  and  judge  in  that  which  is  wrong,  ye  must  needs  judge 
amiss  both  of  yourselves  and  others,  and  also  of  the  truth  itself,  and 
of  the  words  spoken^  either  formerly  or  now,  concerning  it,  where- 
by ye  expose  and  bring  yourselves  under  the  righteous  judgment  of 
the  truth  itself,  even  of  the  Son,  and  the  light  of  his  day,  which  hath 
power  from  the  Father  to  judge  all  false  appearances,  deceits,  and 
deceivers.'* 

And  vol.  1,  page  271,  ^<  That  which  unites  and  ties  the  soul  to 
Christ,  the  life,  abides  in  the  soul  for  ever,  even  as  the  union  itself 
abides.  And  there  is  a  growing  in  the  life,  even  where  the  heart 
is  purified  from  sin,  even  as  Christ  did  grow  and  wax  strong  in 
spnit ;  for  a  state  of  perfection  doth  not  exclude  degrees.'' 

Again,  vol.  2,  page  229;  <<It  is  said  of  Christ,  <  He  shall  not  judge 
after  the  sight  of  his  eyes,  nor  reprove  after  the  hearing  of  his  ears, 
but  with  righteousness  shall  he  judge,'  &c.  Isa.  xi.  3,  4.  Christ 
judged  righteous  judgment  How  came  he  to  judge  so  ?  Why,  he 
judged  in  and  with  the  spirit.  He  kept  to  the  spirit's  judgment 
TAe  spirit  of  the  Lord  rested  upon  hiniy  and  made  him,  quick  of 
understanding  in  the  Jear  of  the  Lordy  ver.  2,  3.  And  no  man 
can  judge  aright  concerning  the  things  of  God,  but  in  and  by  the 
same  spirit" 

On  page  26,  he  says,  <^  Now  that  professors  generally  have  not 
received  their  knowledge  of  Christ  from  the  spirit,  or  from  Scriptures 
qiened  in  the  spirit,  (and  so  know  not  the  thing,  but  only  such  a 
relation  of  the  thing  as  man^s  reasoning  part  may  drink  in  from  the 
letter  of  the  Scriptures,)  is  manifest  by  this,  in  that  they  are  not  able 
in  spirit  and  understanding  to  distinguish  the  thing  itself  from  the 
prment  wherewith  it  was  clothed,  though  the  Scriptures  be  very 
express  therein.  Speak  of  Christ  according  to  a  relation  of  the  let- 
ter, there  they  can  say  somewhat ;  but  come  to  the  substance,  come 
to  the  spirit  of  the  thing,  come  to  the  thing  itself,  there  they  stutter 
and  stammer,  and  show  plainly  that  they  know  not  what  it  is. 

**Now  the  Scriptures  do  expressly  distinguish  between  Christ  and 
the  garment  which  he  wore ;  between  him  that  came,  and  the  body 
io  which  he  came;  between  the  substance  which  was  veiled,  and  the 
veil  which  veiled  it  <  Lo!  I  come;  a  body  hast  thou  prepared  me.' 
There  is  plainly  he,  and  the  body  in  which  he  came.  There  was 
flie  outward  vessel,  and  the  inward  life.  This  we  certainly  know, 
iDd  can  neyer  call  the  bodily  garment  Christ,  but  that  which  ^^ 
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the  divine  power,  and  sensible  experience  of  the  begotten  qf  God 
in  the  heart.  \ 

«  Now  they  distinguish,  according  to  the  Scriptures,  between  that 
which  is  called  the  Christ,  and  the  bodily  garment  which  he  took. 
The  one  was  flesh,  the  other  spirit.  The  flesh  proflteth  nothing 
(saith  he,)  the  spirit  quickeneth;  and  he  that  eateth  me,  shall  live  by 
me,  even  as  I  live  by  the  Father.  John  vi.  57.  63.  This  is  the 
manna  itself,  the  true  treasure ;  the  other  but  the  visible  or  earthen 
vessel  which  held  it  The  body  of  flesh  was'^but  the  veil,  Heb.  x# 
20.  The  eternal  life  was  the  substance  veiled.  The  one  he  did 
partake  of^  a^  the  rest  of  the  children  did;  the  other  was  he  which 
•^  did  partake  thereof.  Heb.  ii.  14.  The  one  was  the  body  which  was 
prepared  for  the  life,  for  it  to  appear  in,  and  be  made  manifest  Heb« 
X.  5.  The  other  was  the  life,  or  light  itself,  for  whom  the  body  was 
prepared,  who  took  it  up,  appeared  in  it  to  do  the  will,  Ps.  xl.  7, 8, 
and  was  made  manifest  to  those  eyes  which  were  able  to  see  through 
the  veil  wherewith  it  was  covered.  John  i.  14. 

Now  is  not  this  sound  according  to  the  Scriptures  ?  And  is  it  not 
a  good  way  to  know  this  by  unity  with  it,  by  feeling  a  measure  of 
the  same  life  made  manifest  in  our  mortal  flesh  ?  2  Cor.  iv.  11.  This 
we  confess  is  our  way  of  understanding  things;  and  likewise  of  un- 
derstanding the  Scriptures  which  speak  of  these  things.  And  we 
have  found  it  a  far  surer  kind  of  knowledge;  namely,  to  understand 
the  Scriptures  by  experience  of  that  whereof  the  Scripture  speaks, 
than  to  guess  at  the  things  the  Scripture  speaks  of,  by  considering 
and  scanning  in  the  earthly  part  what  the  Scriptures  speak  of  them. 
Such  a  kind  of  knowledge  as  this,  a  wise  man  may  attain  to  a  great 
measure  of;  but  the  other  is  peculiar  to  him  who  is  begotten  of  God, 
whose  knowledge  is  true  and  certain,  though  it  seem  ever  so  difier- 
ent  from  his  who  hath  attained  what  he  hath  by  the  search  of  his 
wisdom." 

Again,  vol.  2,  page  11,  "Now,  friends,  if  ye  will  know  aright,  or 
believe  aright,  ye  must  know  and  believe  in  him,  who  was  ^ith  the 
Father  before  the  world  was;  who  was  the  Saviour,  the  Jesus,  the 
Christ,  from  everlasting.  For  what  makes  him  so  ?  Is  it  not  his 
nature?  Is  it  not  the  power  of  salvation  in  him  ?  His  taking  up  a 
body  made  no  alteration  in  him,  added  nothing  to  him  ;  only  it 
was  necessary  that  he  should  take  it  up,  to  fulfil  the  will  in  it,  and 
to  offer  it  up  a  sacrifice  in  his  own  life  and  spirit  to  the  Father. 
This  we  firmly  believe;  and  this  also  we  cannot  but  say  further,  that 
the  virtue,  the  value,  the  worth,  the  excellency  of  what  was  done  by 
him  in  the  body,  was  not  of  the  body,  but  it  was  in  him  before  time, 
in  time,  and  will  be  after  time,  and  for  ever:  yea,  it  is  he  to  whom 
the  name  Jesus  and  Christ  did  of  right  belong  before  he  took  up  the 
body:  and  he  only  put  forth  in  the  body  the  saving  virtue  which  he 
bad  before,  which  belonged  to  the  nature,  to  the  anointing  in  him, 
whether  ever  lie  had  saved  any  with  it  or  no.  And  this  virtue,  this 
life,  this  spirit,  this  nature  of  his^  is  the  food,  tlie  righteousROSs,  the 
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pnnent  of  life  and  salvation,  which  he  (through  the  death  of  the 
body)  made  and  prepared  a  living  way  for  the  soul  to  come  to,  to 
feed  on,  and  be  clothed  with.  I  can  hardly  atop  speaking  of  these 
things  for  your  sakes,  that  through  my  words  (or  the  words  of  whom 
the  Lord  shall  please)  ye  might  come  to  feel  that  which  is  able  to 
give  you  the  holy  understanding,  and  might  come  to  the  trtie  sense 
and  experience  of  the  truth  itself ^  and  might  see  who  hath  blinded 
you,  and  how  he  hath  blinded  you,  and  fed  you  with  husks  and  dry 
faodj  instead  of  that  which  bath  the  true  living  sap  in  it.  But 
while  ye  see  and  judge  in  that  which  is  wrong,  ye  must  needs  judge 
amiss  both  of  yourselves  and  others,  and  also  of  the  truth  itself,  and 
of  the  words  spoken^  either  formerly  or  nowy  concerning  it,  where- 
by  ye  expose  and  bring  yourselves  under  the  righteous  judgment  of 
the  truth  itself,  even  of  the  Son,  and  the  light  of  his  day,  which  hath 
power  from  the  Father  to  judge  all  false  appearances,  deceits,  and 
deceivers." 

And  vol.  1,  page  271,  "That  which  unites  and  ties  the  soul  to 
Christ,  the  life,  abides  in  the  soul  for  ever,  even  as  the  union  itself 
abides.  And  there  is  a  growing  in  the  life,  even  where  the  heart 
is  purified  from  sin,  even  as  Christ  did  grow  and  wax  strong  in 
spirit ;  for  a  state  of  perfection  doth  not  exclude  degrees." 

Again,  vol.  2,  page  229;  <<  It  is  said  of  Christ,  <  He  shall  not  judge 
after  the  sight  of  his  eyes,  nor  reprove  after  the  hearing  of  his  ears, 
but  with  righteousness  shall  he  judge,'  &c.  Isa.  xi.  3,  4.  Christ 
judged  righteous  judgment  How  came  he  to  judge  so  ?  Why,  he 
jodged  in  and  with  the  spirit.  He  kept  to  the  spirit's  judgment 
The  spirit  of  the  Lord  rested  upon  him,  and  made  him.  quick  of 
understanding  in  the  fear  of  the  Lord,  ver.  2,  3.  And  no  man 
ein  judge  aright  concerning  the  things  of  God,  but  in  and  by  the 
aiine  spirit" 

On  page  26,  he  says,  "  Now  that  professors  generally  have  not 
received  their  knowledge  of  Christ  from  the  spirit,  or  from  Scriptures 
opened  in  the  spirit,  (and  so  know  not  the  thing,  but  only  such  a 
rebtion  of  the  thing  as  man^s  reasoning  part  may  drink  in  from  the 
letter  of  the  Scriptures,)  is  manifest  by  this,  in  that  they  are  not  able 
in  spirit  and  understanding  to  distinguish  the  thing  itself  from  the 
prment  wherewith  it  was  clothed,  though  the  Scriptures  be  very 
express  therein.  Speak  of  Christ  according  to  a  relation  of  the  let- 
ter, there  they  can  say  somewhat ;  but  come  to  the  substance,  come 
to  the  spirit  of  the  thing,  come  to  the  thing  itself,  there  they  stutter 
and  stammer,  and  show  plainly  that  they  know  not  what  it  is. 

**Now  the  Scriptures  do  expressly  distinguish  between  Christ  and 
the  garment  which  he  wore ;  between  him  that  came,  and  the  body 
io  which  he  came;  between  the  substance  which  was  veiled,  and  the 
▼eil  which  veiled  it  <  Lo!  I  come;  a  body  hast  thou  prepared  me.' 
There  is  plainly  he,  and  the  body  in  which  he  came.  There  was 
the  outward  vessel,  and  the  inward  life.  This  we  certainly  know, 
ind  can  neyer  call  the  bodily  garment  Christ,  but  that  which  ^.^ 


peared  and  dwelt  in  the  body.  Now  if  ye  indeed  know  the  Ch 
of  Gody  tell  us  plainly  what  that  is  which  appeared  in  the  bo( 
Whether  that  was  not  the  Christ  before  it  took  up  the  body,  aftc 
took  up  the  body,  and  for  ever? 

^  And  then  their  confining  of  Christ  to  that  body,  plainly  mi 
festeth  that  they  want  the  knowledge  of  him  in  spirit.     For  Ch 
is  the  Son  of  the  Father;  he  is  the  infinite  eternal  being,  one  ^ 
the  Father,  and  with  the  Spirit,  and  cannot  be  divided  from  eiti 
cannot  be  anywhere  where  'they  are  not,  nor  can  be  excluded  fi 
any  place  where  they  are.     He  may  take  up  a  body,  and  appeal 
it;  but  caqnot  be  confined  to  be  nowhere  else  but  there;  no,  do 
the  very  time  while  he  is  there.  Christ,  while  he  was  here  on  ea! 
yet  was  not  excluded  from  being  in  heaven  with  the  Father  at 
yery  same  time;  as  he  himself  said  concerning  himself,  ^The 
of  man,  which  is  in  heaven,'  John  iii.  13.     Nor  was  the  Father 
eluded  from  being  with  him  in  the  body ;  but  the  Father  was  in  h: 
and  he  in  the  Father:  whereupon  he  said  to  Philip,  <He  that  h 
seen  me,  hath  seen  the  Father.'   What!  did  every  one  that  saw  t 
body,  see  the  Father  also  ?  Nay,  not  so ;  but  he  that  saw  Christ, 
Son  of  the  living  God,  whom  flesh  and  blood  revealed  not,  but 
Father  only,  (Matt  xvi.  16,  17,)  he  saw  the  Father  also.'' 

On  pages  379,  380,  he  says,  <'  Now  while  he  was  in  the  body, 
glory  did  shine  to  the  eye  of  the  children  of  the  true  wisdom: 
disciples  (to  whom  not  flesh  and  blood,  nor  the  wisdom  and  knc 
ledge  which  they  could  get  from  the  letter,  but  his  Father  revea 
him)  they  saw  the  hidden  glory;  they  saw  through  the  veil  of 
flesh,  and  beheld  him  as  the  only  begotten  of  the  Father,  full  of  gr 
and  truth. 

^<Now  in  this  body  he  finished  the  work  which  his  Father  gi 
him  to  do;  he  fulfilled  all  righteousness,  (the  righteousness  of  the  1 
ter,  the  righteousness  of  the  spirit,)  that  he  might  bring  his  throu 
the  righteousness  of  the  law  or  letter,  into  the  righteousness  of 
spirit  and  power,  into  the  righteousness  of  the  new  life;  and  b 
that  Scripture  is  read  and  fulfilled,  <  I  through  the  law  am  dead 
the  law,  that  I  might  live  to  God.^  So  his  whole  life  was  a  doi 
the  will  of  the  Father,  which  sent  him. 

^<  When  he  was  but  twelve  years  old,  he  disputed  with  the  doct 
and  teachers  of  the  law,  hearing  and  asking  them  questions,  (dis 
vering  the  pure  unsdom  qf  the  Father  which  dwelt  in  hinif)  I 
cause  it  was  his  Father's  business  which  he  was  to  be  about,  as 
told  his  mother,  Luke  ii.  49.  And  when  the  Lord  led  him  into  I 
wilderness  to  be  tried,  he  went  and  was  tempted,  that  he  might  fi( 
the  battle  against  his  great  adversary.  Jlnd  when  the  spirit  of  \ 
Lord  was  upon  him,  moving  him  to  preach  the  gospel,  he  preaci 
the  gospel  in  the  spirit  and  power  of  the  Father,  and  went  ah 
doing  good,  and  healing  all  that  were  oppressed  of  the  devil,  as  t 
Father^ s  spirit  led  and  guided  him:  for  he  did  nothing  qf  hi 
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je^,  or  in  his  own  will,  or  for  himself;  bat  aUin  the  will  arid  time 
^  the  Father. 

<<  <  Mine  hour  is  not  yet  come/  said  he  to  his  mother,  when  she 
was  hasty  to  have  him  do  that  miracle  of  turning  water  into  wine, 
John  ii.  4.  And  so  when  his  brethren  urged  him  to  go  op  to  the 
feast,  (John  yii.  3,  4.)  <  My  time/  said  he,  <  is  not  yet  come;  your 
time  is  always  ready,'  ver.  5.'* 

Again,  on  pages  5  and  6.  <<  There  was  the  seed  that  wrought  the 
thing,  which  seed  was  tfie  life;  and  the  seed  in  which  he  wrought 
it,  which  was  formed  into  a  vessel  like  ours,  but  without  sin,  in 
which  the  pure' Lamb  appeared  in  the  pure  power  of  life,  which  kept 
the  vessel  pure  ;  and  so  he,  (who  was  to  be  the  first-fruits,)  had  the 
honour  above  all  his  brethren^  being  anointed  with  the  oil  of  glad- 
ness abore  his  fellows. 

^But  we  also  are  born  of  the  same  seed.  He  is  formed  in  us; 
we  are  formed  of  him ;  we  are  as  well  of  his  flesh  and  blood,  as  he 
was  of  ours.  And  by  being  thus  formed,  and  feeling  him  grow  up 
bus,  and  receiving  an  understanding. from  him,  and  in  him,  thus 
we  come  to  know  him,  and  to  understand  the  words  of  Scripture 
concerning  him.  fiy  feeling  and  knowing  the  Lamb  in  our  vessels, 
we  know  also  what  was  the  Lamb  in  his  vessel. '^ 

In  Creorge  Fox's  "  Great  Mystery,''  page  346,  we  read: 

^  P.  They  say,  <  If  the  apostles  had  been  put  to  preach  upon  a 
diort  text,  or  methodically,  as  by  a  long  practice  in  the  church,  is 
expected  from  us,  they  might  ofltimes  have  studied  for  it^ 

^  A.  In  this  you  have  showed  your  spirits,  and  made  manifest  you 
ire  void  of  the  revelation  from  God,  and  your  ignorance  of  the  Scrip- 
tares;  for  the  Holy  Ghost  shall  not  speak  of  itself,  but  take  of  his. 
And  the  apostles,  what  they  had  seen  and  heard  they  declared.  And 
Christ,  what  he  had  received  of  the  Fat  her y  he  declared.  And  the 
ipirit  is  that  which  speaks  in  the  church,  aod  it  shows  the  fulfilling 
of  the  Scriptures,  and  it  keeps 'not  people  long  in  texts,  as  the  world 
doth,  that  wrests  Scriptures  up  and  down,  and  keeps  people  in  sects. 
And  so,  there  is  the  spirit  leading  into  all  truth,  and  the  spirit  of 
the  Father  speaking  within,  and  the  Holy  Ghost  that  moved  men 
to  give  forth  Scripture,  that  teacheth  to  divide  the  word  aright, 
which  is  the  spirit  of  prophecy  in  the  church,  not  studying.'^ 

In  Fox's  Journal,  vol.  1,  pages  109,  110,  it  is  said,  "Moreover, 
the  Lord  God  let  me  see,  when  I  was  brought  up  into  his  image  in 
righteousness  and  holiness,  and  into  the  paradise  of  God,  the  state, 
how  Adam  was  made  a  living  soul ;  and  also  the  stature  of  Christy 
the  mystery  that  had  been  hid  from  ages  and  generations:  which 
things  are  hard  to  be  uttered,  and  cannot  be  borne  by  many.  For 
of  all  the  sects  in  Christendom  (so  called)  that  I  discoursed  withal, 
1  found  none  who  could  bear  to  be  told,  that  any  should  come  to  ^ 
Adam's  perfection,  into  that  image  of  God,  that  righteousness  and 
holiness  that  Adam  was  in  before  be  fell;  to  be  clear  and  pure  with- 
<nt  sin  as  he  was.   Therefore,  how  should  they  be  able  to  b^t  V^^Vti^ 
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told,  that  any  should  grow  up  to  the  measure  of  the  stature  of  the 
fulness  of  Christy  when  they  cannot  bear  to  hear  that  any  shall 
come,  whilst  upon  earth,  into  the  same  power  and  spirit  that  the 
prophets  and  apostles  were  in  ?  Though  it  be  a  certain  truth,  that 
none  can  understand  their  writings  aright,  without  the  same  spirit 
by  which  they  were  written." 

On  pages  180, 181,  George  Fox  says:  <<  I  told  him,  <  Now  he  could 
see  a  thief,  and  join  hand  in  hand  with  him :  but  he  could  not  preacli 
Moses,  nor  the  prophets,  nor  John,  nor  Christy  except  he  were  ii 
the  same  spirit  that  they  were  in.'  " 

In  George  Whitehead's  Christian  Quaker,  page  373,  it  is  said 
"  The  true  Christ  is  but  one  and  the  same  for  ever,  though  variously 
manifested,  as  both  in  the  flesh  and  in  the  spirit;  both  in  his  flesh 
or  body,  entirely j  wherein  he  came  unto  his  own,  the  Jews^  wh 
received  him  not,  and  spiritually  in  his  followers  who  have  tt 
ceived  him.  For  he  said  to  hi?  disciples,  <  he  that  is  with  you  shal 
be  in  you;'  and  to  his  Father,  M  in  them,  and  thou  in  me,  &c  tfaa 
the  love  wherewith  thou  hast  loved  me,  may  be  in  them,  and  I  i 
them.'  But  thus  not  universally  in  man,  though,  in  some  d^^ 
and  sense,  he  appears  universally  in  man." 

In  page  307,  of  the  same  work,  it  is  said:  "  The  life  qf  Christ  a 
manifest  in  mortal  fleshy  hath  partaken  of  the  afflictions  of  the  up 
right  in  all  ages.  And  the  spirit  of  God  is  grieved,  the  just  principl 
oppressed  and  offended  with  men's  iniquities  and  transgressions*  S 
Christ,  considered  as  a  seed,  and  in  that  low  estate,  is  capable  c 
being  formed  in  man,  both  of  being  raised  up  in  man  by  the  powc 
of  the  Father,  of  growing  up  as  a  tender  plant,  and  as  a  root  out  < 
dry  ground,  and  so  of  receiving  power  and  help  from  him;  as  indee 
every  seed  that  is  sown,  and  every  plant  that  takes  root,  is  capabl 
of  receiving  virtue  and  nourishment  according  to  its  kind,  or  else 
cannot  be  quickened  to  life,  grow,  or  bring- forth  fruit  And  such 
growth  of  the  immortal  seed  was  both  in  Christ  and  in  hispeopl 
which  must  be  owned,  if  the  seed  of  the  kingdom  within,  and  tl 
spiritual  birthy  or  forming  of  Christ  withiny  (or  he  as  a  seed  i 
plant  of  renown,)  be  known  and  ownedy  or  a  suffering,  crucify  in] 
dying,  and  living  with  Christ  be  witnessed  by  man. 

*'  For  Christ's  sufferingy  crossy  deathy  resurreciiony  /(/e,  and  d 
minion  are  spiritually  known  in  the  true  believery  who  \s~of  thi 
seed  which  Christ  took  upon  him.  Yea,  his  spiritual  begettin 
spiritual  forming  in  man,  and  spiritual  birth  is  known  within;  ar 
all  for  the  redemption  and  salvation  of  man  to  God,  or  else  he  fsU 
short  of  life  and  glory;  and  he  that  brings  up  the  soul  out  of  tl 
horrible  pit  first  descends  thither." 

And  page  308:  <<  Moreover,  as  the  elect  seed  is  spoken  of  in  tt 
Scripture,  both  with  respect  to  Christ  the  anointed,  and  with  respei 
to  his  seed  and  heritage;  so  also  the  seed  is  Christ,  not  only  as  i 
himself,  anointed  unth  the  oil  qf  gladness  above  his  fellowsy  \^ 
also  as  in  union  and  conjunction  with  his  church  or  member^ 
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As  the  t>ody  is  Dne,  and  hath  many  members,  so  also  is  Christ ; 

and  80  Christ  and  the  body  comprehensively  are  one.  He  is  the 
Aoointed,  and  we  are  anointed  in  hins^  and  he  that  hath  anointed  us 
is  God. 

«By  all  which  it  is  understood,  that  we  jure  partakers  of  the  life, 
redemption,  and  privilege  that  is  in  Christ,  as  we  are  in  him,  and 
grove  up  in  him." 

George  Whitehead's  "Light  and  Life  of  Christ,"  pages  34,  35: 
''Again  he  says:  <  Christ  was  seen  with  a  carnal  eye,  and  his  voice 
heard  with  a  carnal  ear.'  (Pages  25,  28,  29.)  Whereas  Christ  said, 
'he that  seeth  me,  seeth  my  Father  also.'  Now  dare  he  say,  that  God 
is  such  a  visible  object  as  may  be  ^en  by  a  carnal  eye  ?  Surely 
nothing  is  obvious  to  the  carnal  eye  but  that  which  is  carnal  or  out- 
ward; but  so  is  not  the  invisible.  But  indeed  if  the  body  that  Christ 
took  upon  him  in  the  virgin,  and  which  was  afterwards  crucified  and 
put  to  deaih,  was  God,  (for  he  tells  of  God-man  being  born  of  the 
Tirgin,)  then  this  would  make  God  visible,  and  to  die,  when  that 
body  was  put  to  death ;  which  were  no  less  than  blasphemy;  where- 
as Ood  was  manifest  in  flesh,  Christ  came  in  the  flesh,  (1  Tim.  iii. 
1  John  iv.)  and  so  did  bear  the  name  Christ  as  he  was  in  the 
flesh.'' 

And  again,  page  46.  <<  Baptist.  *  He  was  that  day  born  a  Sa- 
rioor:  but  had  the  light  within  been  the  Saviour,  or  the  spirit,  or 
the  Godhead,  then  this  had  not  been  that  day  born.' 

"Answer.  Hereby  has  he  denied  ihe  spirit,  the  light  within,  or 
the  Godhead  to  be  the  Saviour,  and  so  has  gone  about  to  make  a 
separation  between  Christ,  the  spirit, the  light,  and  Godhead:  whence 
then  came  this  Christ?  and  by  whose  power  was  he  a  Saviour?  had 
he  any  power  but  what  was  given  him  of  the  Father  ?  But  a  Saviour 
was  born:  what  was  he  born  for  but  to  bear  witness  to  the  truth  ? 
and  by  whose  power  and  spirit,  but  by  the  power  and  spirit  of  the 
Father;  and  what  he  did  and  wrought,  it  was  what  God  did  by 
Mnu  And  though  that  day  w^s  born,  in  the  city  of  David,  a  Sa- 
viour, was  he  a  Saviour  distinct  from  either  light  within,  spirit,  or 
Godhead  ?  what  manner  of  Saviour  was  he  then  ?  This  is  sad  doc- 
trine, to  exclude  spirit,  light  within,  and  Godhead  from  being  a 
Saviour;  surely  flesh  and  darkness  is  not  the  Saviour,  but  the  holy 
thine  (spoken  of)  which  was  of  the  Holy  Ghost." 

William  Penn  says,  on  page  571  of  the  first  volume  of  his  works: 
''Before  I  conclude,  take  this  notable  saying  of  Christ  to  the  Jews, 
and  what  may  be  collected  from  it  to  our  purpose:  <  Before  Abraham 
was,  I  am — Abraham  saw  my  day  and  rejoiced ;' — which  affords  us 
briefly  thus  much:  that  though  he  was  not  so  visibly  come,  yet  it  was 
the  very  same  He  that  came  above  one  thousand  six  hundred  years 
ago,  who  was  with  the  fathers  of  old,  and  that  Abraham,  who  lived 
ooe  thousand  nine  hundred  years  before  that  outward  appearance,  saw 
Mm,  and  his  day.  If  this  be  not  the  import  of  the  place,  I  know 
iK)ne;  for  the  Jews,  not  believing  him  to  be  the  M«bs\^,\.Vvov\^\.'\Xi 
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high  presumption  for  him  to  compare  with  Abraham.  <  Art  th 
greater  than  our  father  Abraham,  who  is  dead,  and  the  prophets  i 
dead?  Whom  makest  thou  thyself?'  said  that  unbelieving  peop 
Unto  which  he  answered,  (that  he  might  prove  himself  to  be  the  ti 
Messiah,  the  Christ  of  God,)  <  Abraham  saw  my  day  and  rejoice 
They,  still  harping  upon  that  visible  body,  or  outward  man,  i 
thirty-three  years  old,  replied,  *  Thou  art  not  yet  fifty,  and  hast  th 
seen  Abraham  ?'  taking  that  to  be  the  Messiah,  the  Christ  of  G* 
and  Saviour  of  the  world,  he  meant,  which  they  saw  with  their  c 
nal  eyes.  To  which  he  rejoined,  with  a  *  Verily,  verily  I  say  ui 
you,  before  Abraham  was,  I  am.  Then  took  they  up  stones  to  casi 
him,'  &c.  By  all  which  it  is  most  clear,  that  unless  our  adversai 
will  deny  him  that  so  spoke  to  be  Christ,  who  singled  and  dial 
guished  himself,  as  the  Messiah,  the  Christ  of  God,  and  Saviour 
the  world,  from  that  visible  body,  not  fifty  years  old  indeed;  b 
Christ  that  then  spoke  must  needs  have  been  long  before  Abrahai 
time,  and  that  such  holy  ancients  were  not  without  a  sight  and  pi 
pect  of  him,  and  the  day  of  his  glorious  appearance,  or  that  most  s 
nal  manifestation  of  himself  in  the  body  prepared  for  that  great  i 
holy  purpose:  witness  the  exceeding  clear  and  heavenly  prophei 
in  the  Scriptures  of  truth,  that  were  as  so  many  forerunners,  or 
troducers  of  the  evangelical  state. 

'^  And  this  is  unquestionably  confirmed  unto  us,  by  that  known  i 
weighty  expression  of  the  apostle  Paul  to  the  Romans:  ^  Whose 
the  fathers,  and  of  whom,  as  concerning  the  flesh,  Christ  came,  v 
is  over  all,  God  blessed  for  ever.  Amen.'  Since  here  both  Chris 
distinguished  from  the  body  he  took,  and  also  made  one  with  G 
who  19  over  all,  blessed  for  ever.  Amen.  As  much  as  to  say, 
whose  flesh  Christ  took,  therefore  Christ  was  before  he  took  it; 
bis  taking  it  did  not  only  constitute  him  Christ,  which  Christ 
God:  And  if  God,  (which  cannot  be  said  of  mere  flesh,  or  i 
corporal  lineage,)  then  must  he  have  been  from  all  everlasting.'' 

Again,  pages  574,  575,  <<  But  I  further  confess,  that  his  righte 
life,  with  respect  to  its  appearance  in  that  holy  body,  was  griei 
by  sin,  and  that  the  weight  of  the  iniquity  of  the  whole  world,  ik 
the  concernment  of  its  eternal  well-being,  lay  hard  upon  him, 
was  his  manhood  insensible  of  it,  under  the  load  of  this  did  he  trav 
he  alone  trod  the  wine-press;  that  is,  all  others  were  then  insensi 
of  that  eternal  wrath,  which  would  be  the  portion  of  the  impenit 
persons,  as  well  as  that  it  was  his  great  care,  and  deep  travail,  that 
holy,  yet  oppressed  seed,  might  arise  over  the  pressures  of  iniqu 
in  the  hearts  of  men,  to  bruise  the  serpent's  head  in  all.    And 
outwardly  he  gave  his  outward  life  for  the  world,  so  he  might 
wardly  shed  abroad  in  their  souls  the  blood  of  God,  that  is,  the  h 
purifying  life  and  virtue,  which  is  in  him,  as  the  Word-God,  and 
which,  he  is  the  light  and  life  of  the  world. 

<<  This  was  it  which  gave  the  manhood  the  understanding  it  h 
and  fitted  it  for  so  great  an  embassy;  by  whose  power  alone  it  fast 
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prayedy  preached,  caat  out  devila,  wrought  miracles,  lived  that  most 
unblemished  life,  patiently  suffered  death,  was  raised  for  a  holy  con- 
firmation, maugre  all  the  military  opposition  of  the  Jews:  and  this 
divine  power  it  was  which  accompanied  the  ministry  of  his  follow- 
ers; rendering  it  e£Scacious  to  conviction  and  conversion.  So  that  the 
invisible,  spiritual,  and  diviAe  life,  principle  or  nature,  was  the  root 
and  fountain  of  all  which  is  sometimes  ascribed  in  Scripture  to  the 
body,  by  that  common  figure,  or  way  of  speaking  amongst  men,  the 
thing  containing,  which  was  the  body,  for  the  thing  contained,  which 
was  the  eternal  power,  wisdom,  life,  &c.  Not  that  we  should  irre- 
verently rob  the  holy  body  of  whatsoever  acknowledgment  is  justly 
due,  nor  yet  separate  that;ivhich  God  hath  joined:  though  I  confess,  . 
with  holy  fear,  I  dare  not  attribute  that  to  an  external  prepared 
heingj  which  is  the  natural,  proper,  and  only  work  of  the  divine 
light  and  life  to  operate  and  effect.  But  certainly,  if  some  men  in 
Soipture  are  entitled  saviours  because  of  the  contribution  of  their 
trills,  travails,  and  labours  towards  the  salvation  of  mankind,  of  much 
I  more  right  is  that  honour  ascribable  to  him  who  had  the  spirit  with- 
I  out  measure:  for  I  do  freely  acknowledge  the  holy  manhood  to  have 
been,  in  some  sense,  a  co-worker  and  partner  with  the  divine  life  in 
those  trials,  weights,  sufferings  and  travails  for  mankind.  Yet  as  it 
WIS  the  divine  power  that  gave  them  weight  in  that  great  work,  so 
was  it  the  divine  life  in  him,  which  made  that  fioly  manhood  what 
it  was;  and  therefore  ought  we,  chiefly,  to  appropriate  the  salvation 
to  Christ,  jOS  the  fFord-God^  and  to  the  holy  manhood,  but  seconda- 
rily and  instrumentally;  I  mean,  as  it  was  a  chosen  instrument  or 
vessel,  in  and  by  which  God  declared  the  blessed  glad  tidings  of  love, 
and  bis  message  of  reconciliation  to  the  world:  in  which  he  gave  the 
most  heavenly  example  of  purity,  and  through  whose  whole  life, 
doctrine  and  death,  did  shine  forth  the  clearest  evidences  of  truth, 
goodness,  mercy,  patience,  deep  travail  for  the  world,  self-denial, 
holiness,  and  triumphant  martyrdom.^^ 

In  vol.  2,  of  William  Penn's  Works,  pages  (i5  and  66,  the  follow- 
ing passages  occur,  in  reply  to  one  Jenner,  viz. :  <'  He  takes  up  a  whole 
ebapter  in  his  endeavours  to  prove  that  we  deny  the  Lord  that  bought 
us,  though  very  falsely,  and  equally  unsuccessful. 

«  Because  we  deny  that  person  (the  son  of  God)  that  died  at  Jeru- 
silem  to  be  our  Itedeemer. 

<<  Which  most  horrid  imputation  has  been  answered  more  (I  be- 
lieve) than  a  thousand  times,  by  declaring  that  he  that  laid  down  his 
life,  and  suffered  his  body  to  be  crucified  by  the  Jews,  without  the 
ptes  of  Jerusalem,  is  Christ  the  only  Son  of  the  most  high  God:  but 
that  the  outward  person  which  suffered  was  properly  the  Son  of  God, 
we  utterly  deny,  and  it  is  a  perfect  contradiction  to  their  own  prin- 
ciples; <  A  body  hast  thou  prepared  me,^  said  the  Son;  then  the  Son 
wu  not  the  body,  though  the  body  was  the  Son^s.  This  brings  him 
more  under  the  charse  of  making  him  but  a  mere  man  than  us,  who 
icknowledge  him  to  oe  one  with  the  Father,  and  of  a  uaUit^  tXfitwA 
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and  immortal;  for  he  was  glorified  with  the  Father  before  the  world 
was. 

<<  But  he  says,  <  That  we  deny  Christ  to  be  a  distinct  person,  there- 
fore we  deny  the  Lord  that  bought  us/ 

"  In  answer  to  this  I  shall  make  these  three  ofiers.  First  If  he 
will  but  bring  me  one  Scripture  (for  he  calls  it  his  guide  and  rule] 
that  has  directed  him  to  such  a  phrase,  as,  distinct  person,  or  thai 
,  says,  I  and  my  Father  are  two,  instead  of,  I  and  my  Father  are  one. 
Secondly.  If  he  will  but  bring  me  one  piece  of  antiquity  for  the  firsl 
two  hundred  years,  that  used  any  such  expression.  Thirdly.  And  if  he 
can  deiiy  that  the  popish  school-men,  (through  the  assistance  of  the 
Aristotelian  or  infidel  philosophy,)  were  not  the  grand  fathers  an^ 
promoters  of  such  like  monstrous  terms,  and  uncouth  phrases,  I  wil! 
be  contented  to  take  the  shame  upon  me  of  denying  proper,  apt,  anc 
significant  phrases.  But  till  then  I  will  tell  him,  that  if  the  Son  o 
God  did  purchase  our  salvation  distinctly  from  the  Father,  the  Fathei 
was  not  concerned  in  our  salvation,  but  Christ  only ;  and  if  he  di< 
so  purchase  it,  as  God  the  Son,  (distinct  from  the  Father,)  then  Goc 
the  Son,  (by  his  principles,)  cannot  be  the  same  with  God  the  Fa 
ther;  and  all  the  earth,  with  all  their  idle  sophisms  and  metaphysica 
quiddities,  shall  never  be  able  to  withstand  the  conclusion  to  be,  tw< 
Gods.  Otherwise,  if  the  purchase  was  by  God  the  Son,  then  God  th( 
Father  was  concerned  as  well  as  God  the  Son,  because  the  sam 
God;  if  not,  then  either  Christ's  Godhead  was  not  concerned  in  th< 
purchase,  or  there  must  be  two  Gods;  so  that  which  he  calls,  a  per 
sonality  distinct  from  the  essence,  could  not  do  it,  and  if  the  divint 
essence  did  it,  then  the  Father  and  Spirit  did  it  as  well  as  the  Son 
because  the  same  individual  eternal  essence.  Oh  the  fond  dotage  anc 
dark  conceits  of  men  about  that  blessed  mystery !  Let  Jenner  tun 
to  the  fifth  chapter  of  John's  first  epistle,  where  he  may  find  oui 
faith  at  large  in  the  point;  and  if  he  is  not  satisfied  therewith,  hii 
refusal  shall  set  the  very  letter  of  the  Scriptures  (his  pretended  rule 
over  his  head,  that  he  would  suggest  we  deny." 

Daniel  Phillips,  in  his  "  Vindiciae  Veritatis,''  pages  93 — 96,  writin( 
in  defence  of  the  passage  just  read  from  Penn's  Works,  thus  expresse 
himself:  <'  It  is  obvious  to  ally  that  our  friend  grants,  in  the  same  period 
that  he  that  suffered  his  body  to  be  crucified  by  the  Jews,  is  the  Soi 
of  God;  yet  in  the  subsequent  lines,  denies  the  outward  person,  out 
ward  man  or  body,  which  suffered  death,  to  be  properly  the  son  o 
God.  May  it  not  be  hence  queried,  How  can  we  reconcile  thii 
W.  P.  with  himself?  To  such,  my  answer  is;  the  Son  of  God  is  U 
be  considered  in  a  twofold  sense,  viz.  as  he  is  the  eternal  Word,  anc 
as  he  is  the  seed  of  Abraham:  as  he  is  the  divine  LogoSj  he  is  pro 
perly,  that  is,  by  nature,  the  Son  of  God;  but  the  flesh  which  h( 
look  of  the  virgin  Mary,  is  improperly  called  the  Son  of  God.  T< 
induce  my  reader  to  concur  with  me  in  this  opinion,  I  shall  first  teli 
him  what  denominates  any  being  properly,  or  by  nature,  the  son  oi 
ofbpring  of  another,  and  what  improperly  gives  him  the  like  title. 
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Secondly,  leave  some  rules  of  criticism  concerning  any  particular 
passage  that  may  occur,  seemingly  not  so  orthodox,  as  in  other  places 
the  author  is,  to  his  serious  consideration. 

<<  Properly,  a  son  is  the  natural  product  or  offspring  of  any  being, 
whereby  the  essential  properties  of  that  being  are  preserved;  as,  the 
800  of  man,  beast,  or  tree. 

<<  Improperly,  when  that  name  is  given  to  any  per  accidens,  to 
signify  a  person^s  worthiness,  or  unworthiness ;  son  of  the  stars,  son 
of  the  morning ;  so  e  coniroj  son  of  Belial,  son  of  perdition.  By 
creation,  by  adoption,  by  wonderful  union,  a  person  may  also  be  so 
called. 

<<  1.  Then  he  is  properly  the  Son  of  God,  that  hath  the  essential 
properties  of  God;  as,  eternity,  immortality,  infinity,  iinmensity, 
ubiquity,  &c. 

"But  the  outward  person,  or  body  of  Christ,  hath, not  the  essen- 
tial properties  of  God;  as,  eternity,  immortality,  &c. 

<<  Therefore  the  outward  person,  or  body  of  Christ,  is  not  properly 
the  Son  of  God. 

"2.  He  is  properly  the  Son  of  God,  that  is  in  every  respect  one 
with  the  Father: 

^  But  the  outward  person,  that  sufiered,  &c.  is  not  in  every  respect 
one  with  the  Father : 

"Therefore,  the  outward  person  is  not  properly  the  Son  of  God. 

^  3.  He  is  properly  the  Sou  of  God,  that  is  of  the  same  substance 
with  the  Father: 

''But  the  outward  person,  that  suffered  death,  is  not  of  the  same 
substance  with  the  Father: 

"  Therefore,  the  outward  person  is  not  properly  the  Son  of  God. 

"4.  He  is  properly  the  Son  of  God,  by  whom  God  made  the 
worlds. 

"  Who  was  manifest  in  the  flesh. 

"Who  dwelt  in  us. 

"  Whom  believers  must  have,  if  they  have  life. 

"Whose  voice  they  hear. 

"Whose  flesh  and  blood  they  eat  and  drink. 

"  Who  is  revealed  within. 

"Who  is  with  his  to  the  end  of  the  world. 

"  Who  filleth  all  in  all. 

"  Who  was  before  Abraham,  abideth  for  ever,  and  by  whom  God 
speaks  to  us  in  these  latter  days. 

,  "  But  this  cannot  be  predicated  of  the  outward  person,  or  man,  that 
suffered  death,  &c. 

"  ErgOy  the  outward  person,  or  man,  is  not  properly  the  Son  of 
God. 

"  Whenever  Christ  speaks  of  his  death,  he  calls  himself  the  Son 
of  man. 

"  The  outward  person,  man,  or  body,  which  suffered  death,  &c.  is 
improperly  called  the  Son  of  God : 
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«  1.  Because  of  his  wonderful  conception. 

<<  2.  Because  of  his  miraculous  union  with  the  divine  Word. 

<<  3.  Because  of  his  eminent  gifts* 

<<4.  Because  of  his  miraculous  works. 

<<  5.  By  an  Hebraism,  denoting  excellency;  as^  mountain  of  God, 
cedars  of  God,  man  of  God. 

"  If  my  opponent,  notwithstanding  the  force  of  these  allegations, 
shall  magisterially  say,  *  Whoever  denies,  that  the  outward  person 
which  suffered,  was  properly  the  Son  of  God,  doth  thereby  actually 
deny  Jesus  Christ  to  be  the  Son  of  God:'  let  him  not  think,  that  his 
bare  assertion,  without  a  full  invalidation  of  these  arguments^  will  for 
the  future  be  taken  notice  of  by  me.'* 

Barclay,  in  his  Works,  page  462,  thus  replies  to  an  objection: 
"  But  they  allege,  that  Christ  took  the  book  of  Isaiah,  and  read  out 
of  it,  and  spake  therefrom:  and  that  Peter  preached  from  a  sentence 
of  the  prophet  Joel. 

"  I  answer,  that  Christ  and  Peter  ^\A  ft  not,  but  as  immediately 
acted  and  moved  thereunto  by  the  Spirit  ofGod^  and  that  without 
premeditation." 

In  Edward  Burrough's  Works,  page  27,  it  is  said:  *«  We  say,  /Ae 
saints  have  their  growth  up  into  a  perfect  man  in  Christy  cts  Christ 
himself  had,  and  we  say  also,  there  are  children,  and  young  men,  and 
fathers,  as  the  apostles  said.^^ 

In  a  work  of  Thomas  Zachary,  entitled,  ^  A  Word  to  all  those  who 
have  been  convinced  of  the  Truth,"  &c.,  and  who  is  among  the 
writers  cited  in  Evans'  Exposition,  it  is  said,  page  6:  **Then  after 
that  I  came  to  see  the  idolatry  of  all  professors  as  to  the  person 
Christ  J  as  to  the  body,  flesh,  and  blood  ;  and  that  the  faith  of  most 
professors  went  no  farther  than  the  veil,  the  outward,  and  reached  not 
to  Christ  the  Saviour,  the  life,  the  arm,  and  power  of  GcoAi  not  to 
Christ  in  spirit,  but  in  flesh." 

In  William  Shewen's  Works,  pages  123  and  124,  it  is  said,  "  For 
the  life,  riches,  and  enjoyment  of  a  Christian,  are  inward  and  hidden; 
his  life  is  hid  with  Christ  in  God,  none  knoweth  it  but  he  that  hath 
it ;  his  conversation  is  with  God  in  heaven,  and  his  treasure  is  laid 
up  where  he  walks  and  dwells,  and  where  he  sits  in  heavenly  places 
with  his  saviour  Christ  Jesus,  who  is  made  unto  him  wisdom,  righ- 
teousness, sanctification,  and  redemption.  And  not  only  so,  but  he 
is  come  to  see  what  is  <  the  fellowship  of  the  mystery,  which  from 
the  beginning  of  the  world  hath  beeahid  in  God:'  he  is  come  to  know 
'  <the  Lord  one,  and  his  name  one,^  to  the  '  one  body^  one  spirit,  one 
hope,  one  faith,  one  baptism,'  one  way,  one  truth,  one  life,  ^  one  God 
and  Father  of  all,  who  is  above  all,  through  all,  and  in  all.'  This  is 
the  blessed  end  of  all  the  appearances^  manifestations,  and  dispensa- 
tions, under  all  the  variety  of  names,  and  various  workings  of  the 
one  eternal  God  towards  mankind  ever  since  the  fall,  mentioned 
throughout  the  Holy  Scriptures,  and  witnessed  to  by  the  true  Chris- 
tian, who  really  enjoys  the  end  of  PauPs  bowing  his  knees,  or  prayer 
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unto  the  Father  of  his  Lord,  his  Jesus,  and  his  Christ,  of  whom  the 
whole  family  in  heaven  and  earth  is  named.  Ephes.  iii." 

In  a  marginal  note,  referring  to  the  ))assage  just  cited,  William 
Shewen  observes:  ^  Not  to  Jesus  the  son  ofJlbraham^  Davidj  and 
Mary,  saint,  or  angel,  but  to  God  the  Fat  her  ^  all  worship,  honour, 
aod  glory  is  to  be  given  through  Jesus  Christ,'^  &c. 

5.  Primitive  Friends  denied  the  hypostatical  union  of  the  divine 
aod  Jiuman  natures  in  Christ  , 

Thus,  George  Whitehead,  in  his  "  Christian  Quaker,'^  says,  in 
pages  362-3,  "But  to  the  question,  < Whether  I  do  not  deny  his 
human  nature,  and  glorious  hypostatical  union?'  I  answer,  1.  That  if 
hypostatical  signify  substantial^  from  \)*lg\ai(Slg  substance,  I  do  con- 
fess and  own  that  the  Father,  the  Word,  and  Holy  Spirit  are  one 
substance,  or  that  the  oneness  of  substance  is  applicable  to  all  the 
three  in  Heaven ;  for  they  are  not  three  substances.  And  that  the 
Son  of  Grod  is  the  brightness  of  his  Father^s  glory,  and  the  express 
character  of  his  iMto^louricj^  substance,  (Heb.  i.  3)  and  that  therefore  the 
Father  and  the  Son  are  one  substance. 

*^  2.  But  that  either  the  Son  of  God  doth  consist,  or  is  made  up,  of 
hwnan  flesh  and  bloody  or  that  these  and  the  divine  nature  are  one 
substance,  I  deny,  as  contrary  to  the  Son's  being  the  brightness  of 
his  glory,  and  the  express  character,  or  image,  of  his  substance.  Heb. 
i.  3.  For  human  nature  and  divine  are  not  both  one ;  though  still 
the  one  hypostasis,  or  substance,  is  in  all  the  three  divine  witnesses 
io  Heaven,  whose  glorious  hypostatical  union  we  never  denied.  This 
is  further  opened  in  our  books,  viz.  <  The  Divinity  of  Christ,'  &c. 
^Serious  Apology,' part  1,  chap.  3.  Howbeit,  if  we  cannot  own 
these  to  be  Scriptural  language,  viz.  1.  That  Jesus  Christ  consists  of 
human  flesh  and  bone.  2.  That  the  glorious  hypostatical  union  con- 
nsisofa  human  and  divine  nature^  or  that  they  are  hypostatically 
one,  he  should  bear  with  us,  till  he  produce  us  plain  Scripture  for 
those  positions  and  Words." 

On  page  326,  he  says,  '^  As  for  his  terms  <  human  nature,^  and '  elori- 
ous  unily  between  the  divine  and  human  nature,^  (p.  36,)  he  talks  he 
koows  not  what,  and  beside  Scripture  language.  The  word  human 
is  not  by  the  Scriptures  applicable  to  Christ  in  glory,  but  originally 
relates  to  the  earth,  and  so  to  the  body  of  man  as  coming  thence. 
But  Jesus  Christ  was  the  Jlnointed,  as  he  was  the  Son  from  the 
Father^s  substancCj  (which  be  was  before  he  came  in  the  flesh,  or 
took  upon  him  that  body  that  was  prepared  for  him, )  and  the  •Anointed 
and  Savtaurj  by  the  divine  power  given  him,  when  in  that  body 
upon  earth;  though  more  highly  exalted  or  anointed,  as  ascended  far 
above  all  heavens,  and  exalted  in  the  Father^s  glory.  He  is  the 
Anointed  and  Saviour  also,  as  revealed  and  formed  in  the  saints; 
(GaL  iv.  19}  the  Anointed  as  set  up  from  everlasting;  the  Anointed 
both  in  sufferings  and  in  glory;  the  Anointed  both  as  he  came  in 
Jleshj  and  as  coming  and  revealed  in  the  spirit  in  his  people.  And 
his  name  by  which  life  and  salvation  comes,  and  is  fdireU)  \^  V\% 
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divine  nature  and  powetj  to  which  his  name  relates,  that  is  above 
every  other  name.'' 

And  in  his  <<  Light  and  Life  of  Christ,"  pages  34-5,  it  is  said,  *<  We 
never  denied  the  man  Christ,  nor  that  he  took  upon  him  flesh,  or  vifB 
born  of  the  virgin  according  to  the  flesh,  nor  did  we  ever  deny  Christ 
to  be  the  Sayiour;  but  as  for  those  expressions,  ^  Gk>d-man9  being  bora 
of  Mary,'  we  do  not  find  them  in  the  Scriptures,  nor  do  we  read  that 
Mary  was  the  mother  of  God,  but  in  the  pope's  canons,  articles,  && 
Though  William  Burnet  has  pretended  the  Scripture  to  be  his  rule, 
as  if  he  would  be  exact  in  squaring  his  work  thereby;  here  his  work 
is  contrary  to  his  rule.  Again  he  says:  ^  Christ  was  seen  with  a  carnal 
eye,  and  hhs  voice  heard  with  a  carnal  ear.^  Pages  25. 28, 29.  Whereas 
Christ  said :  <  he  that  seeth  m.e,  seeth  my  Father  also:'  now  dare  he 
say,  that  God  is  such  a  visible  object  as  may  be  seen  by  a  carnal  eye? 
surely  nothing  is  obvious  to  the  carnal  eyo  but  that  which  is  carail 
or  outward ;  but  so  is  not  the  invisible.  But  indeed  if  the  body  tint 
Christ  took  upon  him  in  the  virgin,  and  which  was  afterwards  crtid> 
Jied  and  put  to  deaths  was  Go(i^(hT  he  tells  of  God-man  being  born 
of  the  virgin,)  then  this  would  make  Qrod  visible,  and  to  die,  when 
that  body  was  put  to  death ;  which  were  no  less  than  blasphemy; 
whereas  God  was  manifest  in  fleshy  Christ  came  in  the  flesh,  fl 
Tim.  iii.  1  John  iv.)  and  so  did  bear  the  fuime  Christ  aa  he  wasva 
the  flesh.'' 

And  on  pages  40, 41,  it  is  said,  ^*  Ephes.  iv.  10.  Now  ^  he  that  is 
ascended,  is  also  the  same  that  descended.'  ^  Now,'  say  they,  (the 
Quakers,)  ^  if  he  that  ascended  be  the  same  that  descended,  and  he 
that  descended  be  the  Christ,  then  the  body  could  not  be  the  Christ, 
because  that  did  not  descend,  but  was  taken  in  the  womb  of  the  vi^ 
gin.' 

<'  I  add,  if  he  means  by  <  body,'  that  which  consists  of  flesh,  hlood, 
and  bones,  such  a  one  was  prepared  for  him,  Heb.  x.  But  that  Ht^ 
viz.  Christ,  did  not  consist  of  that  which  was  mortal;  neither  did  his 
flesh,  which  is  the  bread  from  above,  see  corruption." 

Again,  paee  43 :  ^^  But  his  telling, '  as  he  was  very  God-mao,  so 
the  manhood  sufiered ;  and  the  act  was  ascribed  to  the  Gk>dhe«d.' 
This  is  confusion  and  contradiction  to  the  former,  that  Gt)d  did  not 
suffer;  but  such  kind  of  muddlement  our  opposer  is  willing  to  ptease 
himself  with." 

George  Fox,  Doctrioals,  pages  1006, 1007,  says : — "  Now  where- 
as the  emperor  of  the  Turks  saith,  <That  he  is  commander  and 
guardian  of  the  Christian's  crucified  God.'  Now  in  this  he  is  mis- 
jtaken;  for  the  eternal,  incomprehensible,  invisible,  everlasting 
God,  whose  divinity  extends  throughout  the  whole  earth,  who 
is  God  in  heaven  above,  and  in  the  earth  beneath,  to  whom  alt  na- 
tions are  but  as  the  drop  of  a  bucket ;  this  is  tlie  true  Christian'a  Gk>d, 
whom  they  serve  and  worship  in  his  spirit  and  truth,  which  the  Jews 
did  not  crucify,  nor  could  they  crucify;  and  it  is  blasphemy  for  the 
Jews,  or  any  to  say>  that  they  did  crucify  the  true  Christian's  eteroal 
invisible  God^  and  great  ignoraxvce  for  any  <o  say,  that  the  true 


181 

istitn's  God  was  crucified,  or  that  the  eternal,  incomprehensible, 
lortal  God,  the  Creator  of  all,  who  is  the  God  of  the  spirits  of  all 
I,  and  the  breath  of  all  mankind  is  in  his  power,  so  that  poor 
tds,  or  externals  should  say,  think,  or  imagine,  that  the  eternal, 
able,  everlasting,  immortal,  incomprehensible  God  was,  or  can 
urucified,  which  they  cannot  comprehend,  which  is  the  true 
Btian's  God/' 

fesus  of  Nazareth,  a  man  approved  of  God  by  miracles,  wonders, 
rigns  which  God  did  by  him,  this  Jesiis  the  son  of  Mary^  the 
I  with  their  wicked  hands  did  take,  crucify,  and  slay;  but  it  was 

who  loosed  the  pangs  of  death,  because  it  was  not  possible 
he  should  be  holden  of  it;  and  though  the  Jews  did  crucify  Jesus, 
dew  him^  and  hanged  him  on  a  tree,  yet  God  hath  raised  him  up 
third  day,  and  God  hath  exalted  him  at  his  right  hand,  to  be  a 
Bt  and  a  saviour,  to   give  repentance,  &c.  and  forgiveness  of 

80  Chrises  apostles  were  witnesses,  how  God  raised  him  from 
lead.  So  you  may  see  here,  it  was  not  Ood  that  was  crucified 
diedf  for  he  raised  Christ  from  the  dead  on  the  third  day,  and 
md  him  openly  to  his  apostles,  and  they  did  eat  and  drink  with 
I  Christ  afier  that  God  had  raised  him  up  from  the  dead.'' 
Wiam  Penn,  in  his  Works,  vol.  ii.  p.  161,  says:  «But  their 
:  admirable  secret  of  all  is,  that  God  descended  with  his  body  in 
diape  of  a  man,  and  dissolved  himself  into  the  virgin's  womb, 
10  brought  forth  himself  a  man,  who  after  he  had  lived  to  such 
igdf  was  crucified,  and  really  died,  or  ceased  to  be  cither  God  or 
for  three  days  and  nights.  T.  S.  T.  p.  23  to  30. 
That  this  is  in  three  particulars  highly  inconsistent  with  Scrip- 

I  prove, 

First,  God  did  not  so  transmute  his  divine  nature  into  fleshly 
d  nature. 

1.  <  Your  father  Abraham  rejoiced  to  see  my  day:  then  said  the 
I  anto  him,  Thou  art  not  yet  fifty  years  old,  and  hast  thou  seen 
iham  ?  Jesus  said  unto  them,  Verily,  verily,  I  say  unto  you,  be- 
Abraham  was,  1  am.'  John  viii.  56,  57,  58. 
If  that  which  was  before  Abraham,  and  yet  then  in  being  the 
if  was  God,  as  none  that  own  the  Scriptures  do  deny;  then  he- 
ft that  outward  visible  body  was  not  before  Abraham,  that  was 
3od.  The  first  all  grant,  the  second  none  reasonably  doubt;  for 
it  was  crucified  about  the  three  and  thirtieth  year  of  his  life. 

then  I  hope  none  will  believe  the  eternal  deity  was  transmuted, 
ransubstantiated  into  that  visible  body;  for  so  Christ's  answer 
Id  not  have  been  true :  for  that  mortal  body,  which,  say  Reeve 
Maggleton,  was  the  eternal  God,  had  a  beginning,  and  was  of 
age  the  Jews  said  it  to  be. 

B.  *  Whose  are  the  fathers,  and  of  whom  as  concerning  the  flesh 
at  came,  who  is  over  all,  God  blessed  for  ever.'  Rom.  ix.  5. 
If  Christ,  as  concerning  the  flesh,  was  not  God,  as  the  text  mani- 
y  implieth,  (by  a  distinction  betivixt  his  appearance  in  tViaX.  Vwi&^ 
esh,  and  hia  divine  essence  or  being,  with  their  ofif^vtviVa;^  Vnaxi 


183 

that  fleshly  body  was  not  God,  or  the  eternal  God  tvas  not  suhstan^ 
tidily  transmuted  into  that  fleshly  body^ 

And  page  163:  ^^  Therefore  it  was  not  the  eternal  deity  that  suffered 
death,  but  the  body  of  outward  flesh,  subjected  to  all  those  natural 
passions  of  heat,  cold,  hunger,  thirst,  life,  and  death,  (as  ours  are,  sin 
only  excepted,)  which  the  eternal  infinite  Creator  had  provided, 
through  which  to  manifest  his  everlasting  wisdom,  counsel,  and  mercy 
for  the  redemption  of  mankind. 

''  That  these  three  branches  of  this  sottish  opinion  are  all  of  them 
greatly  repugnant  to  that  understanding  God  has  afforded  men  to 
measure  and  distinguish  things  by,  I  prove : 

^<  First,  It  was  Impossible  for  God  to  transubstantiate  himself  from 
an  immortal  deity  to  a  mortal  man. 

*<  1.  It  must  suppose  God^s  begetting  himself,  which  is  absurd  and 
impossible:  since  being  begotten,  supposeth  him  to  have  had  a  begin- 
ning,  (that  gave  beginning  to  all;)  and  to  beget,  supposeth  him  to  have 
been  before  he  was  begotten,  and  so  before  he  was. 

<<  2.  Such  as  is  the  begetter,  such  must  the  begotten  be.  We  see^ 
men  get  men;  horses,  horses;  fish,  fish;  and  every  seed  hath  its  own 
body,  as  say  Reeve  and  Muggleton;  then,  by  good  consequence,  the 
immortal  God  must  have  begotten  himself  an  immortal  God,  one  that 
could  not  die  by  the  hand  or  cruelty  of  his  own  creature. 

<<  3.  It  is  as  impossible  for  God  to  become  a  creature,  or  to  dissolve 
his  own  infinite,  immortal,  eternal  nature  into  a  finite,  mortal,  created 
or  generated  nature;  as  for  a  mortal  created  nature  to  be  refined,  pre- 
ferred, and  transmuted  into  an  infinite,  immortal,  creating  nature.  In 
short,  it  is  as  impossible  for  God,  as  God,  to  become  a  dying  man,  as 
for  a  dying  man  to  be  changed  into  an  immortal  eternal  God;  they 
are  reciprocally  impossible  and  blasphemous.^' 

G.  They  denied  the  doctrine  of  the  trinity  to  be  2l  fundamentoL 

Thus,  Isaac  Penington,  in  the  first  volume  of  his  Works,  pages 
265,  266,  says:  "  Now  whereas  they  call  this  a  fundamental,  we  do 
not  find  it  so  called  in  Scripture;  nor  do  we  find  the  disciples  them- 
selves understanding  therein,  but  knew  not  the  Father.  John  xiv.  8, 
9.  And  Christ  gomg  about  to  mform  them,  does  not  tell  them  of 
another  distinct  being  or  person:  but'  hast  thou  not  seen  me?'  And 
<  believest  thou  not  that  I  am  in  the  Father,  and  the  Father  in  me?* 
ver.  10.  And  so  the  believers  at  Ephesus  had  not  so  much  as  heard 
there  was  an  Holy  Ghost  Acts  xix.  2.  So  that  if  ye  will  make  this 
a  fundamental  truth,  yet  it  is  such  a  fundamental  as  true  faith 
did  stand  toithoutj  both  in  believers  before  Christ's  death,  and  in 
believers  after.  This  is  the  great  fundamental,  <  that  God  is  light, 
and  in  him  is  no  darkness  at  all,'  1  John  i.  5,  and  the  great  work  of 
the  ministry  is  to  show  men  where  this  light  is,  and  to  turn  men 
from  the  darkness,  wherein  is  the  power  of  Satan,  unto  this  light, 
wherein  is  the  power  of  God.  Acts  xxvi.  18.  And  he  that  comes 
into  this  light,  and  into  this  power,  is  owned  in  the  light  and  in  the 
Dower,  wherein  is  the  life  of  all  the  saints j  and  the  true  fellowship 
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hoik  with  the  Father  and  the  Sony  and  one  with  another.  John  i. 
3,  7.  And  the  true  trial  of  spirits  is  not  by  an  assent  to  doctrines, 
[which  the  hypocrite  may  assent  to  on  the  one  hand,  and  the  true 
Mierer  may  startle  at  on  the  other  hand,)  but  by  feeling  of  them  in 
Jie  inward  virtue  of  the  light,  in  the  spirit,  and  in  the  power.  This 
fiBthe  apostle's  way  of  trial.  1  Cor.  iy.  19,  20.  *  I  will  know,  not 
he  speech  of  them  which  are  puffed  up,  but  the  power;  for  the  king- 
lorn  of  God  is  not  in  word,  but  in  power.'  A  man  may  speak  high 
rards  concerning  the  kingdom,  and  ^et  all  the  doctrines' about  it, 
nd  yet  be  a  stranger  td  it,  and  quite  ignorant  of  the  power;  and  an- 
ther may  want  divers  doctrines  concerning  it,  (perhaps  some  of  those 
rhkh  men  call  fundamentals,)  and  yet  be  a  citizen  of  it,  and  in  the 
ower.  But  now,  under  the  antichrlstian  apostacy,  men  wanting 
he  feeling'  of  the  life  andpower,  wherein  the  true  judgment  is,  they 
wn  or  disown  one  another  upon  an  assent  or  dissent  to  such  and 
mM  doctrines f  and  so  fall  into  this  great  error  of  disowning  many 
Tkom  Christ  owns:  and  if  they  find  persons  not  assent  to,  or  dis- 
SDting  from,  any  of  those  things  which  they  call  fundamentals,  then 
ley  think  they  may  lawfully  excommunicate  and  persecute  them. 
0,  by  this  mistake,  they  cut  off  that  which  is  green ;  they  persecute 
nt  wherein  is  the  living  sap,  and  cherish  the  dry  and  withered, 
lat  which  is  most  tender  towards  God,  and  most  growing  in  the 
iwird  sensibleness,  (which  causeth  it  to  startle  at  that  which  others 
m  easily  swallow,)  lies  most  open  to  suffering  by  this  kind  qf 

HaL'' 

Now,  I  have  not  given  these  views  for  the  purpose  of  showing 
4iat  are  the  doctrines  of  Stacy  Decow,  or  of  those  whom  he  repre- 
snts:  but  for  the  purpose  of  showing  the  views  of  many  of  the  pri- 
litive  Friends,  and  the  diversity  of  opinion  that  existed  among  them 
D  these  points.  I  do  not  deny  that  the  opposite  party  may  find  in 
le  books  from  which  I  have  quoted,  or  from  those  of  olher  approved 
riters,  some  views  similar  to  their  own;  but  this  will  not  prove  that 
ich.  views  or  opinions  were  regarded  as  fundamental.  It  is  strong 
roof  to  the  contrary;  because  these  views  and  opinions  were  enter- 
ined,  and  freely  preached  and  published  by  those  who  were  in 
instant  communion,  and  seem  never  to  have  excited  even  a  passing 
mark.  Full  of  controversy  as  they  were  when  attacked  by  other 
tiM,  and  zealous  to  maintain  and  vindicate  their  faith,  you  find  no 
mtroversy  between  Barclay  and  Fox,  or  any  of  the  other  eminent 
id  pious  fathers  of  the  primitive  church,  on  account  of  sentiments 
id  opinions  on  the  subject  of  the  trinity,  contrary  or  repugnant  to 
di  other.  No  bulls  or  testimonies  of  disownment  were  fulminated 
f  brother  against  brother,  who  walked  in  the  path  of  righteousness, 
id  manifested  the  purity  of  his  faith  by  the  purity  of  his  life.  They 
meurred  in  believing  the  Scripture  text,  ^<  there  are  three  that  bear  re- 
ird  in  Heaven,'^  &c.;  in  other  words,  they  believed  in  the  Scriptures. 
•ut  they  did  not  regard  any  particular  explanation  of  the  Scripture 
»ts  as  fundamental.  We  do  not  bear  that  any  of  the  prvmiVWe¥iv&tv!\^ 
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were  called  to  account  for  the  views  they  expressed  on  this  question. 
We  do  not  hear  of  George  Fox  having  been  called  to  account,  oi 
dealt  with,  for  what  he  expressed  on  this  question.  We  do  not  hear 
that  Isaac  Penington  was  ever  dealt  with  for  what  he  said.  How  ii 
it  possible,  if  this  is  a  fundamental  doctrine  of  the  society  of  Friends, 
that  none  of  these  ancient  and  approved  writers  were  dealt  with,  foi 
expressing  the  opposite  opinions?  It  was  only  because  no  particulai 
exposition  of  the  doctrine  of  the  three  that  bear  record,  was  insisted 
upon  by  the  society,  and  their  detestation  and  horror  of  an  arderea 
faith  or  church-made  creed. 

So  in  regard  to  the  doctrine  of  ATONEBfSNT.  All  believed  in  the 
scriptural  texts  in  relation  to  this  consoling  doctrine,  however  they 
may  have  differed  in  some  of  their  views  as  to  the  way  in  which  the 
atonement  was  effected.  The  views  entertained  by  the  primitive 
Friends  generally,  on  this  point,  may  be  thus  summed  up. 

7.  They  believed  that  the  atonement  is  a  real  work  of  divine  powei 
in  the  mind  of  man,  being  nothing  other  than  the  restoration  of  mail 
to  a  state  of  favour  and  friendship  with  his  Creator,  by  the  removal 
of  a  rebellious  disposition;  or,  in  other  words,  by  the  breaking  down 
of  the  partition  wall  of  sin  and  transgression,  which,  and  which  only, 
has  ever  separated  between  man  and  his  God.  Hence,  by  resignin| 
himself  to  the  divine  government,  man  experiences  the  atrone-ment, 
is  reconciled  or  set  at  one  with  his  God,  without  any  other  consid» 
ration  than  the  free  love  and  mercy  of  Ood^  and  a  fitness  on  the 
part  of  man  to  receive  the  blessing.  They  believed  that  the  greii 
end  and  design  of  the  mission  of  the  blessed  Jesus,  was  to  bring  about 
this  state  of  reconciliation  between  ^^man  offending  and  God  offended.'' 
That  all  he  did  and  suffered  in  the  accomplishment  of  his  mission  wu 
for  the  sake  of  mankind,  (that  they  might  forsake  the  evil  of  theii 
ways  and  be  ha]^y,)  and  that  it  was  a  declaration  or  manifestation 
of  the  love  and  kindness  of  God,  and  of  his  disposition  to  save  them. 
That  in  his  sufferings  and  death  he  was  an  offering  and  a  sacrifice 
well  pleasing  to  God :  that  he  died  for,  or  on  account  of,  the  sins  oi 
the  whole  world.  But  not  to  make  God  merciful,  or  to  induce  him 
to  save  men,  as  being  otherwise  unwilling,  except  only  in  so  far  ai 
liis  mission  and  testimony,  and  the  confirmation  of  that  testimony  hj 
his  sufferings  and  death,  should  operate  as  an  instrumental  cause  tc 
change  the  minds  of  men^  and  bring  about  in  them  that  state  of  obe* 
dience  to  which  God  is,  and  ever  has  been,  propitious;  and  that  in  oc 
oUier  sense  can  it  be  said  *^  that  through  his  sufferings,  death,  and 
resurrection,  he  atoned  for  the  sins  of  men.''  Thus,  they  believed 
that  Christ  was  not  the  cause^  but  the  effect  of  God's  love,  the  gifi 
and  expression  of  it:  that  '^  God  was  in  Christ  reconciling  the  world 
unto  himself."  That,  as  regards  the  atonement,  repentance  and  re 
formation  are  antecedent^  not  consequential.  They  accordingly 
discarded,  most  unhesitatingly  and  entirely,  the  doctrine  of  imputa- 
tive righteousness,  or  that  we  are  justified  in  the  sight  of  Grod,  '^  by 
the  imputation  of  that  righteousness  of  Christ  long  since  performed 
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penonaifyj^*  (or  in  the  person  of  Jesas,)  otherwise  than  as  we  come 
to  experience  it  in  our  own  per&onSf  by  a  like  obedience  to  the  ma- 
Difestcd  will  of  God;  even  as  Jesus  declared,  <<  If  ye  keep  my  com- 
mandments, yc  shall  abide  in  my  love,  even  as  I  have  kept  my  Father^s 
commandments  and  abide  in  his  love/^ 

They  believed  that,  notwithstanding  whatever  may  be  attributed 
to  the  outward,  (or  to  what  Jesus  did  outwardly,)  as  ^'  the  remote 
procuring  cause"  of  that  penitent  state  of  mind,  in  consideration  of 
which  God  exercises  his  free  love  and  mercy  in  forgiving  past  sins, 
that,  strictly  speaking,  it  is  ^^  God  that  worketh  all  in  all;"  that  his 
power  dispensed  to  man,  is  man^s  only  Saviour  and  Redeemer,  agree- 
ably to  his  own  positive  declaration:  '^  Beside  me  there  is  no  Saviour/^ 
That  this  power,  which  is  Christ,  <Uhe  light  which  lighteth  every 
man  that  cometh  into  the  world/'  as  it  is  ^<  let  into  the  heart,  atones, 
mediates,  and  reinstates  man'^  in  purity  and  favour  with  his  God. 
Thus,  according  to  its  various  operations  on  the  soul  of  man  in  effect- 
iog  his  redemption,  it  is  spoken  of  under  a  variety  of  names,  and  as 
fluitaining  various  offices.  These  names  are  mostly  figures  of  speech 
derived  from  the  outward  world,  and  many  of  them  from  the  peculiar 
OQstoms  and  practices  under  the  law  of  Moses,  and  some  from  cir- 
camstances  in  the  life  of  the  man  Jesus.  Thus  it  is  called  **  the 
light,''  «* the  life,''  " the  word,"  "the  word  of  reconciliation,''  the 
«anction  from  the  Holy  One."  And  as,  according  to  the  phraseology 
of  the  law,  ^  the  blood  was  the  life,"  and  <<  without  the  shedding  of 
blood  (outward)  there  was  no  remission  of  sins,"  or  offences  against 
ftat  law;  and  as  the  new  covenant,  or  dispensation*  of  Christ,  com- 
prdiendsy  and  is  constituted  of,  the  spiritual  realities  to  which  the 
ii^  figures  pointed,  so  this  divine  power  is  called  <<  the  blood  of 
Jews,''  "  the  blood  of  Christ,"  <<  the  blood  of  the  new  and  everlasting 
cofenant,"  '*the  blood  of  sprinkling,"  &c.;  and  thus  it  is  said'by  the 
apostle,  ^  If  we  walk  in  the  light,  as  God  is  in  the  light,  then  have 
we  fiellowship  one  with  another,  and  the  blood  of  Jesus  Christ,  his 
Sod,  cleanses  us  from  all  sin." 

In  confirmation  of  these  views,  I  will  take  the  liberty  here  of  read- 
ing a  passage  from  Greorge  Whitehead's  Nature  of  Christianity.  On 
pages  8  and  9,  he  says:  <<  And  now,  because  those  terms  in  Scripture, 
rekting  to  Christ  and  his  works,  are  misunderstood  and  perverted  by 
many  professors  and  priests,  as  this  man  hath  done,  I  shall  state  them 
with  the  natural  and  simple  sense  thereof,  as  followeth,  viz. 

*^JestiSj  a  Saviour,  who  saveth  from  sin,  of  whom  it  was  said, 
'Thou  shalt  call  his  name  Jesus,  for  he  shall  save  his  people  from 
their  sins.'  Matt  i.  21. 

^  Christy  is  anointed ;  for  he  was  anointed  with  power  from  on 
high. 

*^  Propitiation^  a  sacrifice  well  pleasine,  which  is  io  purge  away 
im,  and  (in  Scripture  sense)  to  make  nighto  God,*  and  which  im- 

*  Piopitio  ex  pro  et  pio  (non  impio)  propidus  ex  prop^  c^.  \\a« 
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ports  forgiwnessy  reconciliation^  favouTy  mercy ^  kindness^  &c.  as 
propitious  is  favourable^  merciful^  &c. 

<<  Sacrifice^  an  oblation  or  offering  which  is  to  consecrate  or  maikt 

holy. 

i^  Reconciliation  J  an  agreement,  a  peace-making  between  them 
that  have  been  friends  and  afterwards  foes,  a  setting  at  one. 

<<  Covenant y  an  accord,  agreement,  a  contract,  a  treaty,  a  condition, 
&c. 

<<  Atonement i  peace,  quietness,  &c.  between  them  that  are  recoa- 
oiled,  or  in  mutual  friendship. 

'<  Redemptionj  a  ransoming,  buying  again,  rescuing,  or  recovering 
such  as  were  under  bondage,  or  sold  under  slavery. 

**  Salvation^  a  saving,  preserving,  or  making  safe  from  the  haad 
of  the  enemy,  destroyer,  or  oppressor,  &c. 

<<  Imputation^  an  ascribing,  attributing  to,  laying  to  the  charge  of, 
or  an  accounting,  reckoning,  or  thinking. 

^^  Justification^  a  making  righteous,  just,  upright,  virtuous,  good, 
perfect,  &c  And  also,  an  adjudging,  pronouncing,  and  sentenciog 
one  that  is  made  righteous,  to  be  so. 

<^  Now  if  professors  come  not  to  feel  and  experience  these  tbiogp, 
or  works  of  Christ,  fulfilled  within  them,  they  are  .but  mere  emptj 
professors  and  talkers  of  them,  without  the  true  life  and  power  of 
Christianity  and  true  religion.'' 

And  on  pages  6  and  7,  he  says:  "  Now  though  plenteous  redemp- 
tion, salvation,  and  peace,  were  in  being  in  Christ  for  us,  while  ene- 
mies; and  that  God  commended  his  love  towards  us,  in  that  while 
we  were  sinners  Christ  died  for  us,  ver.  8,  which  doth  explain  the 
intent  of  the  words,  ^  if  when  we  were  enemies,  we  were  reconciled 
to  God  by  the  death  of  his  Son,'  &c.  yet  it  is  not  the  nature  of  recon* 
ciliation,  for  men  to  be  enemies  to  God.  I  appeal  to  the  conscience 
of  R.  G.  and  all  other  professors,  whether  enmity  and  reconciliatioo 
do  not  difier?  and  whether,  while  persons  are  at  enmity,  they  be 
actually  reconciled?  Though  while  we  were  enemies,  we  were  re- 
conciled, by  the  death  of  his  Son,  intentionally  on  God's  terms,  but 
not  actually  in  ourselves  till  the  enmity  was  slain  in  us;  as  God,  with 
reference  to  this  purpose,  speaks  to  Abraham,  <  I  have  made  thee  a 
father  of  many  nations,'  before  he  was  actually  so  made,  (for  Paul, 
&c.  Rom.  iv.  17,  and  refers  to  the  propliecy  of  Zacharias,  Luke  i. 
67,  68. )  Now. though  this  ^  redeemed'  be  spoken  of  as  a  thing  done, 
yet  it  was  spoken  of  in  the  prophecy  of  Christy  the  horn  of  salvation^ 
whose  salvation  is  deliverafice  and  preservation  out  of  the  hands  of 
our  enemies,  that  we  may  serve  him,"  &c. 

Again:  <^The  words  purchased  and  redemption  are  used  by  R.  G. 
in  an  unscriptural  sense,  while  he  doth  so  nonsensically  render  it  as 
<  God-man  having  purchased  alio/ (rod  without^'  and  so  justified 
man,  when  no  good  is  wrought  in  him  by  the  spirit  of  God;  and  €LS 
\f  ChrisVs  works  without  were  the  previous  purchasing  cause  qf 
the  love  of  God;  and  also  states  man's  justification  and  redemption 
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H  only  without,  and  preceding  the  work  of  the  spirit  tuithin. 
i^hereas,  redeeming  from  all  iniquity  and,  bondage^  under  which 
Din  was  sold,  is  not  wrought  without  the  operation  of  the  spirit  of 
lod  within,  but  it  is  a  work  to  be  fulfilled  within,  where  sin  and 
oodage  have  ruled.  And  being  washed,  sanctified,  and  justified  by 
lieq>irit,  are  placed  in  their  proper  order,  1  Cor.  vi.  11;  sanctified 
ting  placed  be/ore  justified.^^ 

And  again,  pages  18,  19:  ^'  R.  G.  ^  I  say,  that  the  works  wrought 
NT  as  by  Christ  in  his  crucified  body,  is  the  first  mystery,  the  ^bun- 
s/ton of  all  our  mercies^  the  ground  of  the  possibility  of  having 
py  works  wrought  in  us  by  the  spirit  of  God^  tending  to  our  being 
lade  like  unto  him.' 

*^  Answer.  The  ground  and  cause  of  all  our  mercies  is  the  infinite 
iTe  of  God,  in  which  he  sent  his  Son,  whose  works  for  us  and  ex- 
nple  to  us,  were  effects  and  tokens  of  the  love  of  God  to  man,  and 
9t  the  ground  and  purchasing  cause  thereof  (nor  as  by  way  of 
^ent  and  rigid  satisfaction  to  vindictive  justice,  as  Presbyters 
U  it,)  as  if  Christ  were  more  kind  to  man,  and  his  love  more  infi- 
tethan  his  Father's,  which  is  blasphemous;  like  some  of  the  popish 
im  that  said,  *  the  Son  was  better  than  the  Father.^  And  what 
Iter  doth  thy  doctrine-imply,  than  that  the  Son's  works,  wrought 
ithout  us,  are  the  previous  procuring^  purchasing  cause  of  the 
^qfGod  to  us  while  sinners^  p.  22.  On  this  erroneous  stuff  de- 
nds  much  of  thy  book.  Thou  mightst  as  well  say  that  God  and 
I  love  had  a  beginning,  or  were  inferior  to  the  man  Christ,  as  that 
irift's  works  without  were  the  previous  (or  foi-egoing)  cause  of 
id's  love  to  us!  How,  then,  rs  his  love  infinite  in  itself,  and  free 
icf,  and  the  cause  of  sending  his  son?  John  iii.  16.  And  darest 
Ml  Bay  that  God  had  not  love  to  mankind  before  he  sent  his  Son  in 
B flesh?  or  that  the  love  of  God  was  not  the  previous  cause  of  his 
feodiog  his  Son,  and  of  Christ's  testimony  and  works  in  the  days 
his  flesh?" 

Whitehead,  in  his  Light  and  Life  of  Christ,  pages  48  and  49,  says: 
Ittytist  ^  The  Galatians  crucified  to  themselves  Christ  afresh,  by 
ikmg  back  from  Christ,  to  be  justifiedNby  their  own  merits.'  Gal. 

''Answer.  They  crucified  Christ,  by  disobeying  the  truth,  and 
niog  from  the  Spirit,  or  Light  within,  wherein  they  once  began 
ill;  wherefore  it  was  said  to  them:  ^  Are  ye  so  foolish,  having  be- 
n  in  the  spirit,  are  ye  now  made  perfect  in  the  flesh?'  (Gal.  iii.  1, 
I  So  they  that  oppose  the  Light  within,  and  deny  the  Spirit  within 
SiTe,  are  but  still  in  the  flesh  partaking  of  the  same  foolishness, 
1  therefore  there  must  be  a  travail  known  before  Christ  be  formed 
them.  And  whereas  we  are  accused  with  ^  denying  that  blood  let 
k,  to  be  any  way  meritorious  to  salvation. '  Page  37.  I  ask,  whether 
ftbiog  is  of  eternal  merit  and  worth  that  is  not  everlasting?  And 
wre  do  the  Scriptures  use  those  expressions,  and  so  much  vary 
out  the  blood  of  Christ,  as  one  while  to  say  that  the  shedding  iha.v 
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blood  outwardly  was  the  meritorious  cause  of  salyation ;  another 
while  the  word  ^shedding'  to  be  left  out,  and  the  stress  laid  only 
upon  that  blood  itself,  which  the  soldier  shed  or  let  out  of  his  side 
with  a  spear,  which  was  after  he  was  put  to  death.  John  xix.  33, 34. 
But  then  of  what  effect  were  the  drops  of  blood  that  fell  from  him  in 
his  agony?  Another  while,  it  is  the  body  that  was  crucified^  and 
not  the  spirit  within  that  saveth;  for  the  Spirit,  Light,  and  Word 
within  is  denied  to  be  the  Saviour,  by  this  our  adversary,  who  does 
not  know  how  to  state  his  own  faith  and  principles,  who  in  page  39, 
accuses  us  with  <  gross  mistake,  mere  fables,  and  vain  titulations,' for 
saying,  <  that  the  blood  that  sprinkles  the  conscience,  cleanseth  from 
sm,  sanctifieth,  &c.  is  the  life,  or  is  of  the  Spirit:  and  that  it  is  the 
blood  of  the  covenant,'  &c. 

<<  Answer.  Here  is  no  mistake  nor  fables  proved  against  us,  for  the 
Spirit,  the  water,  and  the  blood  agree  in  one;  and  by  walking  in  the 
light  is  the  blood  of  Christ  known  to  cleanse  from  all  sin.  Now  the 
blood  that  sprinkles  the  conscience,  cleanseth,  &c  is  as  truly  spiri- 
tual as  the  water  is,  which  Christ  giveth,  and  by  which  he  washetb 
his  church  through  the  Word.  For  we  are  not  to  suppose  two  kinds 
of  Saviours  and  sanctifiers;  that  is,  both  a  natural,  (which  is  not  in 
bemg,  as  is  said  of  the  blood  that  was  shed,)  and  the  Spirit  which  still 
liveth.  And  though  Christ,  that  he  might  sanctify  the  people  with 
his  own  blood,  suffered  without  the  gates,  (Heb.  xiii.)  I  hope  it  will 
not  be  denied  hut  this  toork  of  sanctijication  is  wrought  and  ful- 
filled within  by  the  Spirit^  and  that  sprinkling  and  purging  the 
conscience  is  inward;  and  then,  where  the  blood  is  said  to  do  it,  that 
must  needs  be  spiritual;  for  surely  the  blood  shed  outwardly  must 
needs  have  a  spiritual  signification,  as  well  as  the  water  and  the  cross 
had :  and  the  apostle  attributes  washing  or  sanctifying,  to  water  as 
well  as  blood. 

<^  Again,  it  is  confessed,  page  35,  <  that  God  by  his  own  blood  pur- 
chased to  himself  a  church.'  Acts  xx.  28.  Now  the  blood  of  Gody 
or  that  blood  that  relates  to  God,  must  needs  be  spiritual,  he  being  a 
spirit;  and  the  covenant  of  God  is  inward  and  spiritual,  and  so  is  Uie 
blood  of  it" 

Again,  on  page  34:  "The  Quakers  see  no  need  of  directing  men 
to  the  type  for  the  antitype,  viz.  neither  to  the  outward  temple,  nor 
yet  to  Jerusalem,  either  to  Jesus  Christ,  or  his  blood ;  knowing  that 
neither  the  righteousness  of  faith,  nor  the  word  of  it,  doth  so  direct 
(Rom.  X.)  And  is  it  the  Baptists^  doctrine  to  direct  men  to  the 
material  temple,  and  Jerusalem,  the  type  for  the  antitype?  what  non- 
sense and  darkness  is  this!  and  where  do  the  Scriptures  say,  the  blood 
was  there  shed  for  justification,  and  that  men  must  be  directed  to 
Jerusalem  to  it?  (whereas  that  blood  shed  is  not  in  being,  p.  40) 
but  the  true  apostle  directed  them  to  the  Light,  (which  is  so  much 
opposed  by  the  Baptists,)  to  walk  in  the  Light  for  the  blood  of  Jesus 
Christ  to  cleanse  them  from  all  sin,  (1  John  i.)   And  he  died  for  our 
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DS,  but  rose  again  for  our  justification ;  which  resurrection  surely 
IS  after  the  shedding  of  the  blood  outtvardfy.^* 
Again,  pages  41,  42:  <<  Baptist  *  Which  Word  was  God,  yet  he 
18  not  a  Saviour  as  he  was  Uie  Word  or  Creator  of  the  world,  any 
iberwise  than  he  was  held  forth  in  the  promise.' 
<<  Reply.  How  then  doth  he  say,  ^I  am  God,  a  Saviour,  besides 
le  there  is  none  other?'  And  what  is  he  saying  his  people  from, 
nt  from  sin  ?  and  was  not  this  God's  real  work  throughout  all  the 
Boerations  of  the  righteous?  and  did  not  God  say,  ^  Surely  they  are 
ly  people,  children  that  will  not  lie ;  and  so  was  he  their-  Saviour.' 
H.  Ixiii.  8.  And  did  not  God  say,  ^  Look  unto  me  all  ye  ends  of 
le earth,  and  be  ye  saved,  for  I  am  God  ?'  And  was  it  not  God  that 
1  Christ  was  reconciling  the  world,  and  that  established  them  in 
Ihri8t,and  anointed  them?  2  Cor.  i.  21.  ch.  v.  19." 
Again,  pages  51,  52 :  <<  Baptist '  All  things  under  the  law,  in  the 
ff%,  were  purged  with  blood,  and  this  blood  was  material  blood, 
ad  not  mystical;  and  that  blood  that  Christ  shed  in  order  to  the 
feeting  the  salvation  of  man,  must  needs  be  visible  and  material 
lood.' 

''Answer.  Do  but  mark  here  what  a  sad  consequence  he  has  drawn; 
I  if  one  should  reason,  that  because  the  type  was  material,  visible, 
id  not  mystical,  therefore  the  antitype  or  substance  must  needs  be 
arterial,  and  not  mystical.  By  this,  all  mysteries  or  divine  things 
^excluded  from  being  either  spiritual, antityi)e,  or  substance, whereas 
WIS  the  heavenly  things  themselves  that  are  in  Christ,  in  which 
nmiatM  the  substance  and  end  of  types  and  shadows.  But  to  say  that 
Serial  blood  was  a  type  of  that  which  was  material,  is  to  give  the 
ifastance  no  pre-eminence  above  the  type,  (especially  if  neither  of 
lem  be  mystical,  nor  in  being,)  or  like  as  if  one  should  say,  one  type 
as  a  type  of  another;  as  to  say,  because  circumcision,  which  was  a 
pe,  was  material  or  outward,  therefore  the  circumcision  of  the  spirit, 
hidi  is  the  antitype  of  it,  must  needs  be  outward  too,  and  not  mys- 
ed,  which  would  be  sad  doctrine.  And  thus  he  might  as  well  reason 
Qching  all  other  types  and  shadows  under  the  law,  and  the  heavenly 
*  good  things  to  come,  prefigured  or  shadowed  by  them,  that  because 
e  priests  under  the  law,  at  the  outward  tabernacle  and  temple,  were 
inisters  of  outward  or  temporal  things,  carnal  ordinances,  shadows, 
e.  therefore  those  good  things  to  come,  those  heavenly  things  which 
Iffist  was  said  to  be  the  high  priest  of,  must  needs  be  temporal,  and 
It  mystical,  which  were  absurd  to'assert  Whereas,  both  the  hea- 
Biily  and  more  perfect  tabernacle  and  altar,  with  the  heavenly  things, 
t  all  a  mystery,  and  spiritual ;  the  offering  and  living  sacrifices  are 
Mritual ;  the  passover  spiritual ;  the  seed  spiritual ;  the  bread,  the  fruit 
r  tbe  vine,  the  oil,  the  flesh,  and  the  blood,  which  give  life  to  the 
ml,  yea,  the  water  and  blood,  which  wash  and  sprinkle  the  con- 
aeoce,  are  all  spiritual  and  mysterious,  as  the  new  covenant  itself 
^  which  they  belong  to,  and  these  things  known  in;  and  this  is  the 
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new  and  living  way  which  Christ  set  open,  through  the  veil  of 
flesh.  Heb.  x.     Let  them  receive  this  who  can. 

"And  this  may  answer  that  question,  Wherever  did  God  attrib 
the  name  of  blood  to  spirit  ?  Whereupon  I  nxay  ask  as  well,  if 
name  of  water  was  never  attributed  to  the  spirit?  See  John  vii. 
39.  And  whether  the  blood  of  God,  and  of  the  new  covenant,  be 
spiritual?  If  not,  how  is  it  called  his  own  blood?  Acts  xx.  28.  A 
is  not  the  new  covenant  spiritual,  viz.  the  law  written  in  the  hei 
and  the  spirit  in  the  inward  parts?  If  it  be,  surely  the  blood  a 
must  be  spiritual  too.^' 

William  Penn,  in  the  first  volume  of  his  Works,  pages  573  j 
574,  gives  his  views  on  this  subject,  as  follows:  '^  Having  conside 
the  third  part  of  this  great  objection,  I  am  now  come  to  what  chi< 
stumbles  the  people,  with  respect  to  the  Light  within,  at  least,  a 
apprehend,  and  that  in  this  fourth  and  last  particular,  viz.  ^  But  if 
light  in  every  man  be  Christ,  how  doth  it  bear  our  sins,  and  are 
iniquities  laid  upon  it?  and  how  can  we  be  said  to  be  justified, 
deemed,  or  saved  by  its  blood,  since  all  these  things  are  spoken 
the  holy  penmen  of  the  man  Christ,  or  Jesus  born  at  Bethlehe 
Surely  you  wholly  invalidate  his  life,  death,  resurrection,  ascensi 
and  mediation,  by  this  belief  of  yours  in  the  light  within.^ 

"  This  I  take  to  be  the  very  stress  of  the  matter,  collected  ou 
the  most  forcible  writings  of  our  adversaries;  to  which  I  answer,; 
let  him  that  reads  understand. 

^^  It  must  be  considered,  in  this  last  part  of  the  objection,  how  th 
questions  can  be  applicable  to  the  light,  and  yet  be  reconcilable  ipi 
those  Scriptures  that  seem  to  attribute  all  to  his  bodily  sufierir 
I  hope  to  make  appear,  that  as  we  exalt  the  first,  so  we  dare  not 
any  means  to  slight  the  last. 

<<  The  Light,  or  rather  he  that  is  light  in  man,  for  so  I  have  alw 
desired  to  be  understood,  (light  being  a  metaphor,  or  a  word  ta. 
from  tlie  outward  day,  and  chiefly  so  termed,  because  of  man's  dt 
ness,  which  is  thereby  discovered,)  hath  been  according  to  Script 
as  a  Hamb  slain  since  the  foundation  of  the  world. ^  That  is, 
world  had  not  been  long  created,  before  man  being  envied  by  Luci 
the  fallen  angel,  was  betrayed  of  his  innocency  by  him ;  and  sin, 
disobedience,  prevailing,  the  light  or  principle  of  life,  under  wh 
holy  leadings  man  was  placed,  became  resisted,  grieved,  and  a 
were  slain,  (which  word  slain  is  also  metaphorical.)  That  is  to  i 
the  innocent  pure  life  was,  as  it  were,  wounded  unto  death,  thrQi 
disobedience;  and  that  lamb-like  image,  in  which  Adam  was  creai 
by  him  through  rebellion  lost  Thus  that  holy  principle,  which  ( 
placed  in  the  heart  of  Adam,  in  which  was  true  light,  life,  and  pov 
bore  the  sin,  was  pressed  under  it,  as  a  cart  under  sheaves,  grie 
exceedingly,  and  as  it  were,  quenched  with  iniquity. 

^  This  hath  been  the  condition  of  that  precious  and  elect  seed,  spi 
light,  life,  truth,  or  whatever  name,  equivalent,  any  may  please 
give  it,  ever  since  that  first  rebellion,  to  this  very  day.     And  as 


wicked  men,  God's  holy  light  and  spirit,  or  that  principle  which  is 

so  called,  hath  been  deeply  wounded,  yea,  as  one  slain,  so  in  good 

men,  that  have  had  a  sense  of  the  world's  abomination,  hath  it  aliso 

borne  many  burdens  and  weights;  for  the  light  and  life  is  one  in  all, 

though  not  treated  alike  in  all.     And  those  who  have  been  reformed  . 

by  it,  and  joined  to  it,  have  been  as  one  spirit,  and  have  not  been 

withdlit  their  share  of  the  Lord's  heavy  sufferings,  from  the  ungodly 

world;  which  was  as  well  a  filling  up  of  Christ's  sufferings  that  were 

before  his  outward  coming,  as  what  to  this  generation  are  yet  behind 

to  be  completed. 

<<  And  as  at  any  time  disobedient  men  have  hearkened  to  the  still 
voice  of  the  Word,  that  messenger  of  God  in  their  hearts,  to  be  affected 
and  convinced  by  it,  as  it  brings  reproof  for  sin,  which  is  but  a  fa- 
therly chastisement ;  so  upon  true  brokenness  of  soul  and  contrition 
of  qiirit,  that  very  same  principle  and  Word  of  life  in  man  has  me- 
diaiedand  atonedj  ^nd  God  has  been  propitious,  lifting  up  the  light 
of  his  countenance,  and  repleniahing  such  humble  penitents  with 
divine  consolations.  So  that  still  the  same  Christ,  Word-God,  who 
has  lighted  all  men,  is  by  sin  grieved  and  burdened,  and  bears  the 
iniquities  of  such  as  so  sin  and  reject  his  benefits:  but  as  any  hear  his 
knocks  and  let  him  into  their  hearts,  he  first  wounds,  and  then  heals; 
afterwards  he  atones,  mediates,  and  reinstate^  man  in  the  holy  image 
be  is  fallen  from  by  sin.  Behold,  this  is  the  state  of  restitution! 
And  this  in  some  measure  was  witnessed  by  the  holy  patriarchs, 
prophetSi  and  servants  of  God  in  old  time,  to  whom  Christ  was  sub- 
itantially  the  same  Saviour,  and  seed  bruising  the  serpent's  head,  that 
he  is  BOW  to  us,  what  difference  soever  there  may  be  in  point  of  ma- 
nifestation. 

^But  notwithstanding  it  was  the  same  light  and  life  with  that  which 
afterwards  clothed  itself  with  that  outward  body,  which  did  in  mca- 
sire  inwardly  appear  for  the  salvation  of  the  souls  of  men,  yet,  as  I 
have  often  said,  never  did  that  divine  life  so  eminently  show  forth 
itself,  as  in  that  sanctified  and  prepared  body:  so  that  what  he  then 
si&red  and  did  in  that  transcendent  manifestation,  may,  by  way  of 
eminency,  have  the  credit  of  the  whole  work  unto  itself  that  he  ever 
did  before,  or  might  do  afterwards  for  man's  salvation.  For  doubt- 
less the  very  same  light,  life,  and  power,  which  dwelt  in  that  fleshly 
tabernacle,  eminently  was  the  convincer,  condemner,  saviour,  and 
redeemer :  yet  not  only  as  confined  to  that  blessed  body,  but  also  as 
levealed  in  the  hearts  of  men;  as  he  was  in  Paul,  who,  not  consulting 
with  flesh  and  blood,  against  the  Lord  of  glory,  did  willingly  receive 
him  in,  to  bind  the  strong  man,  spoil  his  goods,  and  cast  him  out, 
that  he  might  reign  whose  right  it  was.  And  that  the  divine  life, 
light,  spirit,  nature,  or  principle,  which  resided  in  that  body,  was  the 
efficient  cause  of  salvation,  observe  the  title  that  is  given  him,  from 
the  great  work  he  was  to  do,  namely,  <  To  save  his  people  from  their 
sins;'  there  is  not  one  word  of  wrath,  but  consequentially.  Now, 
fiioce  that  sin  is  in  the  heart  and  conscience  of  mankind,  nothing  but 
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a  divine  light,  ftpirit,  or  pawer^  can  reach  and  convey  purity  inti 
those  inward  par  iSfBtid  consequently  that  must  be  the  Redeemer  am 
Saviour  from,  sin.  But  indeed,  those  who  have  a  mind  to  naturalize 
that  strange  figure  into  the  language  of  the  holy  Truth,  I  mean,  tha 
to  be  saved,  is  only  to  be  saved  from  wrath,  and  not  from  sin,  whoa 
assured  wages  is  wrath,  may  have  some  interest,  though  no  reasoi 
for  their  implacable  enmity  against  an  inherent  holiness.'' 

In  his  able  treatise,  <^  Sandy  Foundation  Shaken,'^  already  referrei 
to,  he  discusses  the  subject  at  large,  from  page  255  to  264,  viz. 

"  The  vulgar  doctrine  of  satisfaction,  being  dependent  on  the  secon 
person  of  the  trinity,  refuted  from  Scripture. — Doctrine.  *That  ma 
having  transgressed  the  righteous  law  of  God,  and  so  exposed  to  th 
penalty  of  eternal  wrath,  it  is  altogether  impossible  for  God  to  remi 
or  forgive  without  a  plenary  satisfaction;  and  that  there  was  no  othc 
way  by  which  Grod  could  obtain  satisfaction,  or  save  men,  than  b; 
inflicting  the  penalty  of  infinite  wrath  and  vengeance  on  Jesus  Chria 
the  second  person  of  the  trinity,  \yho  for  sins  past,  present,  and  t 
come,  hath  wholly  borne  and  paid  it,  (whether  for  all,  or  but  some, 
to  the  ofiended  infinite  justice  of  His  Father.' 

<<  1.  ^  And  the  Lord  passed  by  before  him,  (Moses,)  and  proclaimed 
The  Lord,  the  Lord  God,  merciful  and  gracious,  keeping  mercy  fo 
thousands,  forgiving  iniquity,  transgression,  and  sin.^  From  wheno 
I  shall  draw  this  position,  that  since  God  has  proclaimed  himself  i 
gracious,  merciful,  and  forgiving  God,  it  is  not  inconsistent  with  hi 
nature  to  remit,  without  any  other  consideration  than  his  own  love 
otherwise  he  could  not  justly  come  under  the  imputation  of  so  maoi 
gracious  attributes,  with  whom  it  is  impossible  to  pardon,  and  neces 
sary  to  exact  the  payment  of  the  utmost  farthing. 

<'  2.  *  For  if  ye  turn  again  to  the  Lord,  the  Lord  your  God  is  gra 
cious  and  merciful,  and  will  not  turn  away  his  face  from  you.'  Wher 
how  natural  is  it  to  observe  that  Grod's  remission  is  grounded  on  thei 
repentance;  and  not  that  it  is  impossible  for  God  to  pardon,  withou 
plenary  satisfaction,  since  the  possibility,  nay,  certainty  of  the  coo 
trary,  viz.  His  grace  and  mercy,  is  the  great  motive  or  reason,  c 
that  loving  invitation  to  return. 

*«  3.  <  They  hardened  their  necks,  and  hearkened  not  to  thy  com 
mandments ;  but  thou  art  a  God  ready  to  pardon,  gracious  and  mei 
ciful.'  Can  the  honest-hearted  reader  conceive,  that  God  should 
thus  be  mercifully  qualified,  whilst  executing  the  rigour  of  the  lai 
transgressed,  or  not  acquitting  without  the  debt  be  paid  him  by  an 
other  ?  I  suppose  not. 

"  4.  ^  Let  the  wicked  forsake  his  way,  and  the  unrighteous  man  hi 
thoughts,  and  let  him  return  unto  the  Lord,  and  he  will  have  mere; 
upon  him,  and  to  our  God,  for  he  will  abundantly  pardop.'  Com< 
let  the  unprejudiced  judge,  if  this  Scripture  doctrine,  is  not  very  re 
mote  from  saying  his  nature  cannot  forgive  sin,  therefore  let  Chria 
pay  him  full  satisfaction,  or  he  will  certainly  be  avenged;  which  isth' 
substance  of  that  strange  opinion. 
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"5.  <  Behold  4he  da3rs  come,  saith  the  Lord,  that  I  will  make  a 
new  covenant  with  the  house  of  Israel ;  I  will  put  my  law  in  their 
inward  parts;  I  will  forgive  their  iniquity,  and  I  will  remember  their 
sin  no  more.'  Here  is  God^s  mere  grace  asserted,  against  the  pre- 
tended necessity  of  a  satisfaction  to  procure  his  remission;  and  this 
Paul  acknowledgeth,  to  be  the  dispensation  of  the  gospel,  in  his 
eighth  chapter  to  the  Hebrews.  So  that  this  new  doctrine  doth  not 
only  contradict  the  nature  and  design  of  the  second  covenant,  but 
seems  in  short,  to  discharge  God,  both  from  his  mercy  and  omnipo- 
tence. 

"6.  *  Who  is  a  God  like  unto  thee,  that  pardoneth  iniquity,  and 
jttsseth  by  the  transgression  of  the  remnant  of  his  heritage  ?  He  re- 
tiioeth  not  his  anger  for  ever,  because  he  delighteth  in  mercy.'  Can 
there  be  a  more  express  passage  to  clear,  not  only  the  possibility,  but 
real  inclinations  in  God  to  pardon  sin,  and  not  retain  his  anger  for 
ever;  since  the  prophet  seems  to  challenge  all  other  gods,  to  try 
their  excellency  by  his  God :  herein  describing  the  supremacy  of  his 
power,  and  superexcellency  of  his  nature,  that '  he  pardoneth  iniquity, 
ind  retaineth  not  his  anger  for  ever.'  So  that  if  the  satisfactionists 
should  ask  the  question,  Who  is  a  God  like  unto  ours,  that  cannot  par- 
don iniquity,  nor  pass  by  transgression,  but  retaineth  his  anger  until 
somebody  make  him  satisfaction  ?  I  answer,  Many  among  the  harsh 
and  severe  rulers  of  the  nation;  but  as  for  my  God,  he  is  exalted 
above  them  all,  upon  the  throne  of  his  mercy,  ^  who  pardoneth  ini- 
quity, and  retaineth  not  his  anger  for  ever,  but  will  have  compassion 
upon  us.' 

"  7.  *  And  forgive  us  our  debts,  as  we  forgive  our  debtors.'  Where 
iu)thing  can  be  more  obvious,  than  that  which  is  forgiven,  is  not  paid. 
And  if  it  is  our  duty  to  forgive  our  debtors,  without  a  satisfaction  re- 
ceived, and  that  God  is  to  forgive  us,  as  we  forgive  them,  then  is  a 
satisfaction  totally  excluded.  Christ  farther  paraphrases  upon  that 
part  of  his  prayer,  ver.  14.  *  For  if  ye  forgive  their  trespasses,  your 
heavenly  Father  will  also  forgive  you.'  Where  he  as  well  argues  the 
equity  of  Grod's  forgiving  them,  from  their  forgiving  others,  as  he 
encourages  them  to  forgive  others,  from  the  example  of  God's  mercy, 
in  forgiving  them.  Which  is  more  amply  expressed,  chap,  xviii.  where 
the  kingdom  of  heaven, (that  consists  in  righteousness,)  is  represented 
by  a  king,  <  who  upon  his  debtor's  petition,  had  compassion,  and 
forgave  him;  but  the  same  treating  his  fellow-servant  without  the 
least  forbearance,  the  king  condemned  his  unrighteousness,  and  de- 
livered him  over  to  the  tormentors.'  But  how  had  this  been  a  fault 
in  the  servant,  if  his  king's  mercy  had  not  been  proposed  for  his  ex- 
ample ?  How  most  unworthy  therefore  is  it  of  God,  and  blasphemous, 
may  I  justly  term  it,  for  any  to  dare  to  assert  that  forgiveness  impos- 
sible to  God^  which  is  not  only  possible,  but  enjoined  to  men. 

**8.  « For  God  so  loved  the  world,  that  he  gave  his  only  begotten 
Son,  that  whosoever  believeth  in  him  should  not  perish,  but  have 
everlasting  life.'    By  which  it  appears,  that  God's  love  is  Tio\.\h.^ 
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eftct  of  Christ's  satisfaction^  but  Christ  is  the  proper  gift  and  effect 
of  God's  love. 

«  9.  *  To  him  give  all  the  prophets  witness,  that  through  his  name, 
whosoever  believeth  in  him,  shall  receive  remission  of  sins.'  So 
that  remission  came  by  believing  his  testimony,  and  obeying  his  pre- 
cepts, and  not  by  a  strict  satisfaction. 

"10.  '  If  God  be  for  us,  who  can  be  against  us  ?  He  that  spared  not 
his  own  Son,  but  delivered  him  up  for  us  all.'  Which  evidently 
declares  it  to  be  God's  act  of  love,  otherwise,  if  he  must  be  paid,  he 
should  be  at  the  charge  of  his  own  satisfaction,  for  he  delivered  up 
the  Son. 

"  11.  *  And  all  things  are  of  God,  who  hath  reconciled  us  to  him- 
self by  Jesus  Christ,  and  hath  given  to  us  the  ministry  of  reconcilia- 
tion, to  wit,  that  God  was  in  Christ,  reconciling  the  world  to  him- 
self, not  imputing  their  trespasses  unto  them.'  ,  How  undeniably 
apparent  is  it,  that  God  is  so  far  from  standing  off  in  high  displeasure, 
and  upon  his  own  terms,  contracting  with  his  Son  for  a  satisfaction,  as 
being  otherwise  incapable  to  be  reconciled,  that  he  became  himself 
the  reconciler  by  Christ,  and  afterwards  by  the  apostles,  his  ambas- 
sadors, to  whom  was  committed,  the  ministry  of  reconciliation. 

"  12.  <In  whom  we  have  redemption  through  his  blood,  the  fo^ 
giveness  of  sins,  according  to  the  riches  of  his  grace.'  Now  what 
relation,  satisfaction  has  to  forgiveness  of  sins,  or  how  any  can  con- 
strue grace,  to  be  strict  justice,  the  meanest  understanding  may  de- 
.termine. 

*M3.  '  But  the  God  of  all  grace,  who  hath  called  us  unto  his  eter- 
nal glory,  by  Christ  Jesus.'  He  does  not  say  that  God's  justice,  in 
consideration  of  Christ's  satisfaction,  acquitted  us  from  sins  past, 
present,  and  to  come,  and  therefore  hath  called  us  to  his  eternal 
glory ;  but  Jrom  his  grace, 

<<  14.  <  In  this  was  manifest  the  love  of  God  towards  us,  because 
that  God  sent  his  only  begotten  Son,  into  the  world,  that  we  might 
live  through  him.'  Which  plainly  attributes  Christ  in  his  doctrine, 
life,  miracles,  death,  and  sufferings,  to  God,  as  the  gift  and  expression 
of  his  eternal  love,  for  the  salvation  of  men. 

«'  1.  In  abolishing  that  other  covenant,  which  consisted  in  external 
and  shadowy  ordinances,  and  that  made  none  clean  as  concerning  the 
conscience. 

<'  2.  In  promulgating  his  message,  of  a  most  free  and  universal 
tender  of  life  and  salvation,  unto  all  that  believed  and  followed  him, 
(the  light,)  in  all  his  righteousness,  the  very  end  of  his  appearance 
being  to  destroy  the  works  of  the  devil,  and  which  every  man  only 
comes  to  experience,  as  he  walks  in  a  holy  subjection,  to  that  mea- 
sure of  light  and  grace,  wherewith  the  fulness  hath  enlightened  him. 

<^  3.  In  seconding  his  doctrines  with  signs,  miracles,  and  a  hiost  in- 
nocent self-denying  life. 

<^4.  In  ratifying  and  confirming  all  (with  great  love  and  holy  re- 
signation) by  the  offering  up  of  his  body,  to  be  crucified  by  wicked 
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ttoda:  who  is  now  ascended  far  above  all  heavens,  and  is  thereby 
lecome  a  most  complete  captain,  and  perfect  example. 

^  So  that  I  can  by  no  means  conclude,  but  openly  declare,  that  the 
leriptures  of  truth,  are  not  only  silent  in  reference  to  this  doctrine  of 
igid  satisfaction,  but  that  it  is  altogether  inconsistent  with  the  dig- 
ity  of  God,  and  very  repugnant  to  the  conditions,  nature,  and  ten- 
ency  of  that  second  covenant,  concerning  which  their  testimony  is 
>dear. 

<<  The  absurdities,  that  unavoidably  follow  the  comparison  of  this 
setrine,  with  the  sense  of  Scripture. — 1.  That  God  is  gracious  to 
rgive^  and  yet  it  is  impossible  for  him,  unless  the  debt  be  fully  sa- 
&d. 

^2.  That  the  finite  and  impotent  creature,  is  more  capable  of 
(tending  mercy  and  forgiveness,  than  the  infinite  and  omnipotent 
ttator. 

*  3.  <  That  God  so  loved  the  world,  he  gave  his  only  Son  to  save 
f  and  yet  that  God  stood  ofiT  in  high  displeasure,  and  Christ  gave 
imself  to .  God  as  a  complete  satisfaction  to  his  ofi'ended  justice. 
nth  many  more  such  like  gross  consequences  that  might  be  drawn. 

<<  Refuted  from  right  reason. — ^But  if  we  should  grant  a  Scripture- 
lence,  as  to  the  necessity  of  Christ^s  so  satisfying  his  Father^s  justice; 
et  so  manifest  would  be  the  contradictions,  and  so  foul  the  repug- 
locies  to  right  reason,  that  who  had  not  veiled  his  understanding 
ith  the  dark  suggestions  of  unwarrantable  tradition,  or  contracted 
is  judgment  to  the  implicit  apprehensions  of  some  overvalued  ac- 
oamtance,  might  with  great  facility  discriminate  to  a  full  resolution 
1  this  point:  for  admitting  God  to  be  a  creditor,  or  he  to  whom  the 
ebt  should  be  paid,  and  Christ,  he  that  satisfies  or  pays  it  on  the 
fihalf  of  man,  the  debtor,  this  question  will  arise,  whether  he  paid 
at  debt,  as  Grod,  or  man,  or  both  (to  use  their  own  terms. ) 

'<Not  as  Gt>d. — 1.  In  that  it  divides  the  unity  of  the  Godhead,  by 
vo  distinct  acts,  of  being  offended,  and  not  offended;  of  condemn- 
f  justice  and  redeeming  mercy ;  of  requiring  satisfaction,  and  then 
idung  of  it 

^  2.  Because  if  Christ  pays  the  debt  as  God,  then  the  Father  and 
le  Spirit  being  God,  they  also  pay  the  debt 

^3.  Since  God  is  to  be  satisfied,  and  that  Christ  is  God,  he  conse- 
aently  is  to  be  satisfied ;  and  who  shall  satisfy  his  infinite  justice  ? 

^  4.  But  if  Christ  has  satisfied  God  the  Father,  Christ  being  also 
ody  it  will  follow  then  that  he  has  satisfied  himself,  (which  cannot 

^  5.  But  since  the  Father  was  once  to  be  satisfied,  and  that  it  is 
opossible  he  should  do  it  himself,  nor  yet  the  Son  or  Spirit,  because 
le  same  God ;  it  naturally  follows,  that  the  debt  remains  unpaid,  and 
lese  satisfactionists  thus  far  are  still  at  a  loss. 

'<Not  as  man. — 6.  The  justice  offended  being  infinite,  hissatisfao- 
cm  ought  to  bear  a  proportion  therewith,  which  Jesus  Christ,  as 
lan,  could  never  pay,  he  being  finite,  and  from  a  fiaitft  cauai^)  Q)cyv]\AL 
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not  proceed  an  infinite  effect;  for  80  man  may  be  said  to  bring  forth 
Gody  since  nothing  below  the  divinity  itself,  can  rightly  be  styled 
infinite. 

*<  Not  as  God  and  man. — 7.  For  where  two  mediums,  or  middle 
propositions,  are  singly  inconsistent  with  the  nature  of  the  end,  for 
which  they  were  at  first  propounded,  their  conjunction  does  rather 
augment,  than  lessen  the  difficulty  of  its  accomplishment;  and  this  I 
am  persuaded  must  be  obvious  to  every  unbiassed  understanding. 

<^  But  admitting  one  of  these  three  mediums  possible  for  the  pay- 
ment of  an  infinite  debt;  yet,  pray  observe  the  most  unworthy,  and 
ridiculous  consequences,  that  unavoidably  will  attend  the  impossibi- 
lity of  God^s  pardoning  sinners  without  a  satisfaction. 

<<  Consequences  irreligious  and  irrational. — 1.  That  it  is  unlawful 
and  impossible  for  God  Almighty  to  be  gracious  and  merciful,  or  to 
pardon  transgressors;  than  which,  what  is  more  unworthy  of  God. 

<<  2.  That  God  was  inevitably  compelled  to  this  way  of  saying  men; 
the  highest  afiront  to  his  uncontrollable  nature. 

«  3.  That  it  was  unworthy  of  God  to  pardon,  but  not  to  inflict  pu- 
nishment on  the  innocent,  or  require  a  satisfaction  where  there  was 
nothing  due. 

<<  4.  It  doth  not  only  disacknowledge  the  true  virtue  and  real  intent 
of  Christ's  life  and  death,  but  entirely  deprives  God  of  that  praise 
which  is  owing  to  his  greatest  love  and  goodness. 

<<  5.  It  represents  the  Son  more  kind  and  compassionate  than  tlie  Fa- 
ther; whereas  if  both  be  the  same  God,  then  either  the  Father  is  as  ' 
loving  as  the  Son,  or  the  Son  as  angry  as  the  Father. 

«  6.  It  robs  God  of  the  gift  of  his  Son  for  our  redemption,  (which 
the  Scriptures  attribute  to  the  unmerited  love  he  had  for  the  world,) 
in  affirming  the  Son  purchased  that  redemption  from  the  Father,  by 
the  gift  of  himself  to  God,  as  our  complete  satisfaction. 

<<  7.  Since  Christ  could  not  pay  what  was  not  his  own,  it  follows 
that  in  the  payment  of  his  own,  the  case  still  remains  equally 
grievous;  since  the  debt  is  not  hereby  absolved  or  forgiven,  but  trans- 
ferred only;  and  by  consequence  we  are  no  better  provided  for  sal- 
vation than  before,  owing  that  now  to  the  Son,  which  was  once  owing 
to  the  Father. 

<<  8.  It  no  way  renders  man  beholding,  or  in  the  least  obliged  to 
God,  since  by  their  doctrine  he  would  not  have  abated  us,  nor  did  he 
Christ  the  last  farthing,  so  that  the  acknowledgments  are  peculiarly 
the  Son's;  which  destroys  the  whole  current  of  Scripture-testimony, 
for  his  good-will  towards  men. — Oh  the  infamous  portraiture  this  doc- 
trine draws,  of  the  infinite  goodness.  Is  this  your  retribution,  0  in- 
jurious satisfactionists  ? 

''  9.  That  God's  justice  is  satisfied  for  sins  past,  present,  and  to  come, 
whereby  God  and  Christ  have  lost  both  their  power  of  enjoining  god- 
liness, and  prerogative  of  punishing  disobedience ;  for  what  is  once 
paid,  is  not  revokeable;  and  if  punishment  should  arrest  any  for  their 
debts,  it  either  argues  a  breach  on  God,  or  Christ's  part,  or  else  that 
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it  has  not  been  sufficiently  solved,  and  the  penalty  completely  mxfh 
lined  by  another;  forgetting,  <  That  every  one  must  appear  before 
lie  judgment-seat  of  Christ,  to  receive  according  to  the  things  done 
n  the  b<>dy :  yea,  every  one  must  give  an  account  of  himself  to  Ood.' 
hi  many  more  are  the  gross  absurdities  and  blasphemies  that  are 
he  genuine  fruits  of  this  so  confidently  believed  doctrine  of  satisfac- 
ioQ. 

**  A  Caution. — Let  me  advise,  nay  warn  thee,  reader,  by  no  means 
i  admit  an  entertainment  of  this  principle,  by  whomsoever  recom- 
lended;  since  it  does  not  only  divest  the  glorious  God  of  his  sove- 
rign  power,  both  to  pardon  and  punish,  but  as  certainly  insinuates  a 
centiousness,  at  least  a  liberty  that  unbecomes  the  nature  of  that 
Dcient  gospel  once  preached  among  the  primitive  sainUi,  and  that 
torn  an  apprehension  of  a  satisfaction  once  paid  for  all.  Whereas  I 
oast  tell  thee,  that  unless  thou  seriously  repent,  and  no  more  grieve 
hxl's  holy  Spirit,  placed  in  thy  inmost  parts,  but  art  thereby  taught 
)  deny  all  ungodliness,  and  led  into  all  righteousness;  at  the  tri- 
onal  of  the  Great  Judge,  thy  plea  shall  prove  invalid,  and  thou 
Keive  thy  reward  without  respect  to  any  other  thing  than  the  deeds 
one  in  the  body.  Be  not  deceived,  God  will  not  be  mocked  ;  such 
I  thou  sowest,  such  shalt  thou  reap,  which  leads  me  to  the  conside- 
ition  of  my  third  head,  viz.  Justification  by  an  imputative  righte- 
osness. 

*<  The  justification  of  impure  persons,  by  an  imputative  righteous- 
ess,  refuted  from  Scripture. — Doctrine.  ^  That  there  is  no  other  way 
IT  sinners  to  be  justified  in  the  sight  of  God,  than  by  the  imputation  of 
lat  righteousness  of  Christ,  long  since  performed  personally  ;  and 
lat  sanctification  is  eonsequentialy  not  antecedent,' 
^  I.  <  Keep  thee  far  from  a  false  matter;  and  the  innocent  and  righte- 
is  slay  thou  not;  for  I  will  not  justify  the  wicked.'  Whereon  I 
round  this  argument,  that  since  God  has  prescribed  an  inofiensive  life, 
I  that  which  can  only  give  acceptance  with  him,  and  on  the  contrary 
ith  determined  never  to  justify  the  wicked,  then  will  it  necessarily 
llow,  that  unless  this  so  much  believed  imputative  righteousness^ 
id  that  efiectual  influence,  as  to  regenerate  and  redeem  the  soul  from 
D,  on  which  the  malediction  lies,  he  is  as  far  to  seek  for  justification 
I  before ;  for  whilst  a  person  is  really  guilty  of  a  false  matter,  I  po- 
tively  assert  from  the  authority  and  force  of  this  Scripture,  he  can- 
it  be  in  a  state  of  justification;  and  as  God  will  not  justify  the 
ieked,  so  by  the  acknowledged  reason  of  contraries,  the  just  he  will 
5ver  condemn,  but  they,  and  they  only,  are  the  justified  of  God. 
**  2,  <  He  that  justifieth  the  wicked,  and  he  that  condemneth  the 
St,  even  they  are  both  an  abomination  to  the  Lord.'  It  would 
sry  opportunely  be  observed,  that  if  it  is  so  great  an  abomination 
I  men  to  justify  the  wicked,  and  condemn  the  just,  how  much 
retter  would  it  be  in  God,  which  this  doctrine  of  imputative  righte- 
mess  necessarily  does  imply,  that  so  far  disengages  God  from  the 
ffioo  justified,  as  that  his  guilt  shall  not  condemn  him^uor  h\^  vuw^ 
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cency  justify  him  ?  But  will  not  the  abomination  appear  greatest  of 
all,  when  God  shall  be  found  condemning  of  the  just,  on  purpose 
to  justify  the  wicked^  and  that  he  is  thereto  compelled,  or  ilse  no 
salvation,  which  is  the  tendency  of  their  doctrine,  who  imagine  the 
righteous  and  merciful  God,  to  condemn  and  punish  his  innocent 
Son,  that  he  having  satisfied  for  our  sins,  we  might  be  justified 
(whilst  unsanctified)  by  the  imputation  of  his  perfect  righteousness. 
Oh!  why  should  this  horrible  thing  be  contended  for  by  Christians? 

<<  3.  <  The  son  shall  not  bear  the  iniquity  of  his  father;  the  righte- 
ousness of  the  righteous  shall  be  upon  him,  and  the  wickedness  of 
the  wicked  shall  be  upon  him.  When  a  righteous  man  turneth  away 
from  his  righteousness,  for  his  iniquity  that  he  hath  done  shall  he 
die.^  Again,  <  When  the  wicked  man  turneth  away  from  his  wicked- 
ness, and  doth  that  which  is  lawful  and  right,  he  shall  save  his  soul 
alive;  yet  saith  the  house  of  Israel,  The  ways  of  the  Lord  are  not 
equal.  Are  not  my  ways  equal  ?'  If  this  was  once  equal,  it  is  so  still, 
for  God  is  unchangeable;  and  therefore  I  shall  draw  this  argument, 
that  the  condemnation  or  justification  of  persons,  is  not  from  the  im- 
putation of  another* s  righteottsnesSf  but  the  actual  performance  and 
keeping  of  God's  righteous  statutes  or  commandments,  otherwise  God 
should  forget  to  be  equal.  Therefore  how  wickedly  unequal  are  those, 
who  not  from  Scripture  evidences,  but  their  own  dark  conjectures 
and  interpretations  of  obscure  passages,  would  frame  a  doctrine  so 
manifestly  inconsistent  with  Ood^s  most  pure  and  equal  nature; 
making  him  to  condemn  the  righteous  to  death,  and  justify  the 
wicked  to  life,  from  the  imputation  of  another's  righteousness: — ^A 
most  unequal  way  indeed. 

^<  4.  <  Not  every  one  that  saith  unto  me  Liord,  Lord,  shall  enter 
into  the  kingdom  of  heaven,  but  he  that  doth  the  will  of  my  Father. 
Whosoever  heareth  these  sayings  of  mine,  and  doth  them,  I  will 
liken  unto  a  wise  man  which  built  his  house  upon  a  rock,^  &c.  How 
very  fruitful  are  the  Scriptures  of  truth,  in  testimonies  against  this 
absurd  and  dangerous  doctrine.  These  words  seem  to  import  a  two- 
fold righteousness;  the  first  consists  in  sacrifice,  the  last  in  obedience; 
the  one  makes  a  talking,  the  other  a  doing  Christian.  I  in  short  argue 
thus:  If  none  can  enter  into  the  kingdom  of  heaven,  but  they  that  do 
the  Father's  will,  then  none  are  justified,  but  they  who  do  the  Fa- 
ther's will,  because  none  can  enter  into  the  kingdom,  but  such  as  are 
justified.  Since  therefore  there  can  be  no  admittance  had,  without 
performing  that  righteous  will,  and  doing  those  holy  and  perfect  say- 
ings. Alas!  to  what  value  will  an  imputative  righteousness  amount, 
when  a  poor  soul  shall  awake  polluted  in  his  sin,  by  the  hasty  calls  of 
death,  to  make  its  appearance  before  the  judgment-seat,  where  it  is 
impossible  to  justify  the  wicked,  or  that  any  should  escape  uncon- 
demned,  but  such  as  do  the  will  of  God. 

<<  5.  ^  If  ye  keep  my  commandments,  ye  shall  abide  in  my  love, 
even  as  I  have  kept  my  Father's  commandments,  and  abide  in  his 
love.'    From  whence  this  argument  doth  naturally  arise:  If  none 
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I  truly  justified  that  abide  not  ia  Christ's  lore^  and  that  none  abide 
his  love,  who  keep  not  his  commandments,  then  consequently 
De  are  justified  but  such  as  keep  his  commandments.  Jaesid/es, 
re  is  the  most  palpable  opposition  to  an  imputative  righteousness 
It  may  be;  for  Christ  is  so  far  from  telling  them  of  such  a  way  of 
log  justified,  as  that  he  informs  them  the  reason  why  he  abode  in 
9  Father*a  lovej  was  his  obedience  ;  and  is  so  far  from  telling  them 
their  being  justified,  whilst  not  abiding  in  his  love,  by  virtue  of  his 
sdience  imputed  unto  them,  that  unless  they  keep  his  commands^ 
d  obey  for  themselves^  they  shall  be  so  remote  from  an  acceptance, 
wholly  to  be  cast  out;  in  all  which  Christ  is  our  example. 
<<  6.  <  Ye  are  my  friends,  if  ye  do  whatsoever  I  command  you/ 
e  have  almost  here  the  very  words,  but  altogether  the  same  mat- 
r;  which  affords  us  thus  much:  without  being  Christ's  friends,  there 
no  being  justified,  but  unless  we  keep  his  commandments,  it  is  im- 
«iblc  we  should  be  his  friends;  it  therefore  necessarily  follows, 
it  except  we  keep  his  commandments,  there  is  no  being  justified, 
r,  in  short  thus :  if  the  way  to  be  a  friend,  is  to  keep  the  command- 
BQts,  then  the  way  to  be  justified  is  to  keep  the  commandments, 
cause  none  can  obtain  the  quality  of  a  friend,  and  remain  unjusti- 
d,  or  be  truly  justified,  whilst  an  enemy,  which  he  certainly  is, 
It  keeps  not  the  commandments. 

«  7.  <  For  not  the  hearers  of  the  law  are  just  before  God,  but  the 
en  of  the  law  shall  be  justified.'  From  whence  how  unanswera- 
f  may  I  observe,  unless  we  become  doers  of  that  law,  which  Christ 
me  not  to  destroy,  but,  as  our  example,  to  fulfil,  we  can  never  be 
itified  before  God;  wherefore  obedience  is  so  absolutely  necessary, 
it  short  of  it  there  can  be  no  acceptance.  Nor  let  any  fancy  that 
Hrirt  hath  so  fulfilled  it  for  them,  as  to  exclude  their  obedience  from 
iDg  requisite  to  their  acceptance,  but  as  their  pattern:  <  For  unless 
I  fellow  me,  saith  Christ,  ye  cannot  be  my  disciples.'  And  it  is  not 
hf  repugnant  to  reason,  but  in  this  place  particularly  refuted ;  for 
Qirist  bad  fulfilled  it  on  our  behalf,  and  we  not  enabled  to  follow 
I  example,  there  would  not  be  doers,  but  one  doer  only  of  the  law 
Itified  before  God.  In  short,  if  without  obedience  to  the  righteous 
w  none  can  be  justified,  then  all  our  hearing  of  the  law,  with  but 
e  mere  imputation  of  another's  righteousness,  whilst  we  are  actu* 
ly  breakers  of  it,  is  excluded,  as  not  justifying  before  God.  <  If  you 
Ifil  the  royal  law,  ye  do  well;  so  speak  ye,  and  so  do  ye,  as  they 
at  shall  be  judged  thereby.' 

^  8. '  If  ye  live  after  the  flesh,  ye  shall  die;  but  if  ye  through  the 
liiit  do  mortify  the  deeds  of  the  body,  ye  shall  live.'  No  man 
D  be  dead,  and  justified  before  God,  for  so  he  may  be  justified  that 
ras  sAer  the  flesh ;  therefore  they  only  can  be  justified  that  are 
ive.  From  whence  this  follows,  if  the  living  are  justifi^  and  not  the 
)id,  and  that  none  can  live  to  God,  but  such  as  have  mortified  the 
seds  of  the  body  through  the  Spirit,  then  none  can  be  justified  but 
tf  who  baye  mortified  the  deeds  of  the  body  through  the  S^vnX^ 
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So  that  jusHfieation  does  not  go  bejorej  but  is  subsequenHcU  to  the 
mortification  of  lusts,  and  sanctification  of  the  soul,  through  the  Spi» 
rit's  operation. 

<<  9.  '  For  as  many  as  are  led  by  the  Spirit  of  Grod,  are  the  sons  of 
God/  How  clearly  will  it  appear  to  any  but  a  cayilling  and  tena- 
cious spirit,  that  man  can  be  no  farther  justified,  than  as  be  becomes 
obedient  to  the  Spirit^s  leading;  for  if  none  can  be  a  son  of  God,  but 
he  that  is  led  by  the  Spirit  of  God,  then  none  can  be  justified  without 
being  led  by  the  Spirit  of  God,  because  none  can  be  justified  but  he 
that  is  a  son  of  God.  So  that  the  way  to  justification  and  sonship,  is 
through  obedience  to  the  Spirit^s  leadings,  that  is,  manifesting  the 
holy  miits  thereof  by  an  innocent  life  and  conversation. 

<<  10.  <But  let  every  man  prove  his  own  work,  and  then  shall  he 
have  rejoicing  in  himself  alone,  and  not  in  another.  Be  not  deceived, 
for  whatsoever  a  man  soweth,  that  shall  he  reap.'  If  rejoicing  and 
acceptance  with  God,  on  the  contrary,  are  to  be  reaped  from  the 
work  that  a  man  soweth,  either  to  the  flesh  or  to  the  Spirit,  then  is 
the  doctrine  of  acceptance,  and  ground  of  rejoicing,  from  the  works 
of  another,  utterly  excluded,  every  man  reaping  according  to  what 
he  hath  sown,  and  bearing  his  own  burden.' 

<<  11.  <  Was  not  Abraham  our  father  justified  by  works,  when  he 
had  offered  Isaac  his  son  upon  the  altar  ?  Ye  see  then  how  that  by 
works  a  man  is  justified,  and  not  by  faith  only.'  He  that  will  seri- 
ously peruse  this  chapter,  shall  doubtless  find  some,  to  whom  thii 
episde  was  wrote,  of  the  same  spirit  with  the  satisfactionists  and  im- 
putarians  of  our  time,  they  fain  would  have  found  out  a  just^ficdt- 
tion  from  faith  in  the  imputation  of  another*  s  righteousness;  but 
James,  an  apostle  of  the  Most  High  God,  who  experimentally  knew 
what  true  faith  and  justification  meant,  gave  them  to  understand  from 
Abraham^s  self-denying  example,  that  unless  their  faith,  in  the  pu- 
rity  and  power  of  God^sgra4:e^  had  that  effectual  operation  to  subdue 
every  beloved  lust,  wean  from  every  Delilah,  and  entirely  to  resisn 
and  sacrifice  Isaac  himself,  their  faith  was  a  fable,  or  as  a  body  wim- 
out  a  spirit;  and  as  righteousness  therefore  in  one  person  cannot 
justify  another  from  unrighteousness^  so  whoever  now  pretend  to 
be  justified  by  faith,  whilst  not  led  and  guided  by  the  Spirit  into  all 
the  ways  of  truth,  and  works  of  righteousness,  their  faith  they  will 
find  at  last  a  fiction. 

*<  12.  *  Little  children,  let  no  man  deceive  you,  he  that  doth  righte- 
ousness, is  righteous,  as  God  is  righteous,  (but)  he  that  committeth 
sin  is  of  the  devil.'  From  whence  it  may  be  very  clearly  argued, 
that  none  can  l^e  in  a  state  of  justification,  from  the  righteousness  per* 
formed  by  another  imputed  unto  them,  but  as  they  are  actually  re- 
deemed from  the  commission  of  sin:  for,  if  he  that  committeth  sin  is 
of  the  devil,then  cannot  any  be  justified  completely  before  God,  who 
is  so  incompletely  redeemed,  as  yet  to  be  under  the  captivity  of  lust,' 
since  then  the  devil's  seed,  or  offspring  may  be  justified  ;  but  that  is 
impossible.    It  therefore  follows,  that  as  he  who  doth  righteousness. 
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IS  righteous,  as  Grod  is  righteous;  so  no  farther  is  he  like  Ood,  or 
justifiable;  for  in  whatsoever  he  derogates  from  the  works  of  that 
fsith  which  is  held  in  a  pure  conscience^  he  is  no  longer  righteous 
or  justified,  but  under  condemnation  as  a  transgressor,  or  disobedient 
person  to  the  righteous  commandment.  And  if  any  would  obtain  the 
true  state  of  justification,  let  them  circumspectly  observe  the  holy 
guidings  and  instructions  of  that  unction,  to  which  the  apostle  recom- 
mended the  ancient  churches,  that  thereby  they  may  be  led  out  of  all 
ungodliness  into  truth  and  holiness;  so  shall  they  find  acceptance 
with  the  LfOrd,  who  has  determined,  never  to  justify  the  wicked. 

^  Refuted  from  right  reason. — 1.  Because  it  is  impossible  for  God 
to  justify  that  which  is  both  opposite  and  destructive  to  the  purity  of 
his  own  nature,  as  this  doctrine  necessarily  obliges  him  to  do,  in 
accepting  the  wicked,  as  not  such,  from  the  imputation  of  another's 
righteousness. 

*^  2.  Since  man  was  justified  before  God  whilst  in  his  native  inno- 
eenoe,  and  never  condemned  till  he  had  erred  from  that  pure  state; 
he  never  can  be  justified,  whilst  in  the  frequent  commission  of  that 
for  which  the  condemnation  came;  therefore  to  be  justified,  his  re- 
demption must  be  as  entire  as  his  fall. 

'<  3.  Because  sin  came  not  hy  imputation^  but  actual  trans- 
gression; for  God  did  not  condemn  his  creature  for  what  he  did  not, 
but  what  he  did;  therefore  must  the  righteousness  be  as  personal /or 
acceptance^  otherwise  these  two  things  will  necessarily  follow:  First, 
That  he  may  be  actually  a  sinner,  and  yet  not  under  the  curse.  Se- 
condly, That  the  power  of  the  first  Adam  to  death,  was  more  pre- 
valent than  the  power  of  the  second  Adam  unto  life. 

<<4.  It  is  therefore  contrary  to  sound  reason,  that  if  actual  sinning 
brought  death  and  condemnation,  anything  besides  actual  obedience 
unto  righteousness,  should  bring  life  and  justification;  for  death  and 
life,  condemnation  and  justification,  being  vastly  opposite,  no  man 
can  be  actually  dead  and  imputatively  alive.  Therefore,  this  doctrine 
10  much  contended  for,  carries  this  gross  absurdity  with  it,  that  a 
man  may  be  actually  sinful,  yet  imputatively  righteous;  actually 
judged  and  condemned,  yet  imputatively  justified  and  glorified.  In 
short,  he  maybe  actually  damned,  and  yet  imputatively  saved;  other- 
wise it  must  be  acknowledged,  that  obedience  to  justification  ought 
to  be  as  personally  extensive,  as  was  disobedience  to  condemnation: 
in  which  real,  not  imputative  sense,  those  various  terms  of  sanctifi- 
cation,  righteousness,  resurrection,  life,  redemption,  justification,  &c. 
are  most  infallibly  to  be  understood. 

<<  5.  Nor  are  those  words,  impute,  imputed,  imputeth,  imputing, 
used  in  Scripture  by  way  of  opposition  to  that  \Vhich  is  actual  and 
inherent,  as  the  assertors  of  an  imputative  righteousness  do  by  their 
doctrine  plainly  intimate;  but  so  much  the  contrary,  as  that  Ihey  are 
never  mentioned,  but  to  express  men  really  and  personally  to  be  that 
which  is  inoputed  to  them,  whether  as  guilty,  as  remitted,  or  as 
righteous.    For  instance:  '  What  man  soever  of  the  house  of  IwnsX^ 
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killeth  an  ox,  and  briogeth  it  not  to  the  door  of  the  tabernadey  to 
offer  unto  the  Lord,  blood  shall  be  imputed  unto  that  man,*  or  charged 
upon  him  as  guilty  thereof.  <  And  Shimei  said  unto  the  king,  IM 
not  my  lord  impute  iniquity  unto  me,  for  thy  servant  doth  know 
that  I  have  sinned/ 

<^  6.  <  But  sin  is  not  imputed  where  there  is  no  law.^  From  whence 
it  is  apparent  that  there  could  be  no  imputation,  or  charging  of  guilt 
upon  any,  but  such  as  really  were  guilty.  Next,  it  is  used  about  re- 
mission: 'Blessed  is  the  man  unto  whom  the  Lord  imputeth  not 
iniquity;'  or,  as  the  foregoing  words  have  it,  *  whose  transgressioD 
is  forgiven.'  Where  the  non-imputation  doth  not  argue  a  non-reality 
of  sin,  but  the  reality  of  God's  pardon;  for  otherwise  there  would  be 
nothing  to  forgive,  nor  yet  a  real  pardon,  but  only  imputative,  which 
according  to  the  sense  of  this  doctrine,  I  call  imaginary.  Again, 
<  God  was  in  Christ  reconciling  the  world  unto  himself,  not  imputing 
their  trespasses  unto  them.'  Where  also  non-imputation,  being  a 
real  discharge  for  actual  trespasses,  argues  an  imputation,  by  the  rea- 
son of  contraries,  to  be  a  real  charging  of  actual  guilt  Lastly,  it  is 
used  in  relation  to  righteousness:  'Was  not  Abraham  justifi^  by 
works  when  he  offered  Isaac  ?'  '  And  by  works  was  faith  made  peiv 
feet,  and  the  Scripture  was  fulfilled,  which  saith,  Abraham  believed 
God,  and  it  was  imputed  unto  him  for  righteousness.'  By  which  we 
must  not  conceive,  as  do  the  dark  imputarians  of  this  age,  that  Abra- 
ham's offering  personally  was  not  a  justifying  righteousness,  but  that 
God  was  pleased  to  account  it  so;  since  God  never  accounts  a  thing 
that  which  it  is  not;  nor  was  there  any  imputation  qf  another* b 
righteousness  to  Abraham^  but  on  the  contrary,  his  personal  obe- 
dience was  the  ground  qf  that  just  imputation  ;  and  therefore  that 
any  should  be  justified  from  the  imputation  of  another's  righteous- 
ness, not  inherent,  or  actually  possessed  by  them,  is  both  ridiculous 
and  dangerous. — Ridiculous,  since  it  is  to  say  a  man  is  rich  to  the 
value  of  a  thousand  pounds,  whilst  he  is  not  really  or  personally  worth 
a  groat,  from  the  imputation  of  another  who  has  it  all  in  his  pos- 
session. Dangerous,  because  it  begets  a  confident  persuasion  in  many 
people  of  their  being  justified,  whilst  in  captivity  to  those  lusts,  whose 
reward  is  condemnation ;  whence  came  that  usual  sa}ring  amongst 
many  professors  of  religion, '  That  God  looks  not  on  them  as  they  are 
in  themselves,  but  as  they  are  in  Christ;'  not  considering  that  none 
can  be  in  Christ,  who  are  not  new  creatures,  which  those  cannot  be 
reputed,  who  have  not  disrobed  themselves  of  their  old  garments,  but 
are  still  immantled  with  the  corruptions  of  the  old  man. 

''Consequences  irreligious  and  irrational. — 1.  It  makes  God  guilty 
of  what  the  Scriptures  say  is  an  abomination,  to  wit,  that  he  justifietb 
the  wicked. 

"  2.  It  makes  him  look  upon  persons  as  they  are  not,  or  with  re- 
spect, which  is  unworthy  of  his  most  equal  nature. 

^  .3.  He  is  hereby  at  peace  with  the  wicked,  (if  justified  whilst 
sinners,)  who  said, '  There  is  no  peace  to  the  wicked.' 
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^4b  It  does  not  only  imply  oommunion  with  them  here,  in  an  im- 
pnfeet  slate,  bat  so  to  all  eternity,  <  For  whom  he  justified,  them  he 
dao  glorified/  Herefore  whom  he  justified,  whilst  crinners,  them 
he  also  glorified,  whilst  sinners. 

^  5.  It  only  secures  from  the  wages,  not  the  dominion  of  sin, 
whereby  something  that  is  sinful  comes  to  be  justified,  and  that  which 
defile,  to  entet  &)d^s  kingdom. 

<<6.  It  renders  a  man  jnstified  and  condemned,  dead  and  alive,  re- 
deemed and  not  redeemed  at  the  same  time,  the  one  by  an  imputative 
li^teonsness,  the  other  a  personal  unrighteousness. 

^7.  It  flatters  men,  whilst  subject  to  the  world^s  lusts,  with  a  state 
of  justification,  and  thereby  invalidates  the  very  end  of  ChrisVs 
Qfpearanctj  which  was  to  destroy  the  works  of  the  devils  and  take 
away  the  sins  of  the  world;  a  quite  contrary  purpose  than  what  the 
■tiafactionists  and  imputarians  of  our  times  have  imagined,  viz.  to 
artisfy  for  their  sins,  and,  by  his  imputed  righteousness,  to  represent 
them  holy  in  him,  whibt  unholy  in  themselves.  Therefore,  since  it 
was  to  take  away  sin,  and  destroy  the  deviPs  works,  which  were  not 
in  himaelf^  for  that  Holy  One  saw  no  corruption,  consequently  in 
aumkiod;  what  can  therefore  be  concluded  more  evidently  true,  than 
diat  such  in  whom  sin  is  not  taken  away,  and  the  deviPs  works  unde- 
itroyed^  are  strangers  (notwithstanding  their  conceits)  to  the  very  end 
and  purpose  of  Christ's  manifestation. 

^Condoaion,  by  way  of  caution. — ^Thus,  reader,  have  I  led  thee 
fluxNigh  those  three  so  generally  applauded  doctrines,  whose  confu- 
titioD  I  hope,  though  thou  hast  run,  thou  hast  read ;  and  now  1  call 
die  righteous  God  of  Heaven  to  bear  me  record,  that  I  have  herein 
80ii|^t  nothing  below  the  defence  of  his  unity^  mercy ^  and  purity, 
ijguosi  the  rude  and  impetuous  assaults  of  tradition,  press,  and  pulpit, 
firom  whence  I  daily  hear,  what  rationally  induceth  me  to  believe,  a  * 
Q0Dq>iracy  is  held  by  counter  plots,  to  obstruct  the  exaltation  of  truth, 
and  to  betray  evangelical  doctrines,  to  idle  traditions:  but  God  will 
idbnke  the  winds,  and  destruction  shall  attend  the  enemies  of  his 
anointed.  Mistake  me  not,  we  never  have  disowned  a  Father,Word, 
and  Spirit,  which  are  one,  but  men^s  inventions.  For,  1.  Their  tri- 
nity has  not  so  much  as  a  foundation  in  the  Scriptures.  2.  Its  original 
WIS  three  hundred  years  after  Christianity  was  in  the  world.  3.  It 
having  cost  much  blood;  in  the  council  of  Sirmium,  Anno  355,  it  was 
decreed,  *that  thenceforth  the  controversy  should  not  be  remembered, 
because  the  Scriptures  of  God  made  no  mention  thereof.'  Why  then 
Aoold  it  be  mentioned  now,  with  a  maranatha  on  all  that  will  not 
bow  to  this  abstruse  opinion.  4.  And  it  doubtless  hath  occasioned 
idolatry,  witness  the  popish  images  of  Father,  Son,  and  Holy  Ghost. 
5.  It  acandalizeth  Turks,  Jews,  and  Infidels,  and  palpably  obstructs 
their  reception  of  the  Christian  doctrine.  Nor  is  there  more  to  be 
Mid  on  the  behalf  of  the  other  two ;  for  I  can  boldly  challenge  any 
person  to  pvp  me  one  Scripture  phrase  which  does  amroacK  \.Vv% 
doctrine  of  satia&ctioo,  (much  Jess  the  name,)  considenu%  \a  vqW\ 
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degree  it  is  stretched.  Not  that  we  do  deny,  but  really  eonfeas^  that 
Jeaus  Christ,  in  life,  doctrine,  and  death,  fulfilled  his  Father^s  will, 
and  offered  up  a  most  satisfactory  sacrifice,  but  not  to  pay  God,  or 
help  him  (as  otherwise  being  unable)  to  save  men.  And  for  a  justifict- 
tion  by  an  imputative  righteousness,  whilst  not  real,  it  is  merely  an 
imagination,  not  a  reality,  and  therefore  rejected;  otherwise  confessed 
and  known  to  be  justifying  before  God,  because  there  is  no  abiding 
in  Christ^s  love  without  keeping  his  commandments.  I  therefore 
caution  thee  in  love,  of  whatsoever  tribe,  or  family  of  religion  thou 
mayst  be,  not  longer  to  deceive  thyself,  by  the  over-fond  embrace! 
of  human  apprehensions  for  divine  mysteries;  but  rather  he  informed 
that  God  hath  bestowed  a  measure  of  his  grace  on  thee  and  me,  to 
show  us  what  is  good,  that  we  may  obey  and  do  it ;  which  if  tboa 
diligently  wilt  observe,  thou  shalt  be  led  out  of  all  unrighteousneai^ 
and  in  thy  obedience,  shalt  thou  receive  power  tp  become  a  Son  of 
God ;  in  which  happy  estate  God  only  can  be  known  by  men,  and 
they  know  themselves  to  be  justified  before  him,  whom  experimen- 
tally to  know,  by  Jesus  Christ,  is  life  eternal." 

And  on  pages  530-1,  he  further  gives  his  views  in  reference  to  it: 
^  Thus  the  beloved  disciple  testifies  very  emphatically,  in  his  Pint 
Epistle,  where  he  gives  us  a  relation  of  the  apostolical  mission:  <  Thi% 
then,  is  the  message  which  we  have  heard  of  him,  and  declare  unto 
you,  that  God  is  light,  and  in  him  is  no  darkness  at  all ;  if  we  say, 
we  have  fellowship  with  him,  and  walk  in  darkness,  we  lie,  and  do 
not  the  truth ;  but  if  we  walk  in  the  light,  as  he  is  in  the  light,  we 
.  have  fellowship  one  with  another,  and  the  blood  of  Jesus  Christ,  hit 
Son,  cleanseth  us  from  all  sin.' 

<<  Here  is  a  brief  stating  of  the  whole  great  case  of  salvation.  1. 
What  God  is;  light  2.  Who  they  are  that  can  have  no  fellowship 
with  him ;  such  as  walk  in  darkness,  that  is,  sin.  3.  Who  they  ara 
that  have  fellowship  with  him;  such  as  walk  in  the  light,  as  he  is  in 
the  light.  4.  The  reason  why,  is  given;  because  such  as  walk  in  the 
light,  arc  therein  sure  to  feel  the  virtue  of  Christ's  blood,  to  cleanse 
them  from  all  unrighteousness.  Where  observe,  thai  theUgkPt 
leading  vs  out  of  darkness^  that  tSj  unrighteousness,  is  the  sams 
thing  with  the  blood  of  Jesus  Christ  cleansing  from  all  sin.  Sin 
and  darkness,  and  to  be  cleansed  from  the  one,  and  to  be  translated 
from  the  other,  is  in  the  text  equivalent:  otherwise,  a  man  might  be 
delivered  from  darkness,  and  walk  in  the  light,  and  not  be  cleansed 
from  sin,  which  is  that  darkness;  a  thing  absurd  and  impossible.  In 
short,  they  go  together. 

*<  By  this  it  is  evident,  that  the  light  being  walked  in,  doth  directly 
lead  to  God,  and  fellowship  with  him,  who  is  the  saving  light  and 
health  of  all  nations,  and  consequently,  that  the  light  leads  to  salva- 
tion; for  that  is  salvation. 

<<  Many  are  the  denominations  that  are  given  in  Scripture  to  one 
and  the  same  thing.  Christ  is  called  the  Word,  the  Light,  the  Wayi 
the  Truth,  the  Life,  the  Quickening  Spirit,  the  Saving  Health,  the 
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'f  Emmanoel,  a  Rock,  a  Door,  a  Vine,  a  Shepherd,  &c.'  A 
Mite  of  sin  is  sometimes  called  darkness,  death,  disobedience,  barren- 
rebellion,  stiff-neckedness,  eating  of  sour  grapes.  And  wicked 
briers,  thorns,  thistles,  tares,  dead  trees,  wolves,  goats,  &c  On 
the  contrary,  a  stale  of  conversion  is  sometimes  expressed  by  such 
ivords  as  purged,  refined,  washed,  cleansed^  sanctified,  justified,  led 
Irjr  the  spirit,  baptized  by  one  spirit  into  one  body,  made  circumci- 
mtk  without  hands ;  regenerated,  redeemed,  saved,  bought  with  a 
prietf  ftc.  And  persons  so  qualified,  the  children  of  God,  children 
of  li^t,  children  of  the  kingdom,  heirs  of  glory,  lambs,  sheep,  wheat, 
fte.  And  that  by  which  they  became  or  continued  thus,  light,  spirit, 
graee,  word,  fire,  sword,  hammer,  power,  seed,  truth,  way,  life,  blood, 
niter,  bread,  unction,  that  leadeth  into  all  truth.  All  which,  respec- 
tifdy,  18  but  one  and  the  same  in  nature,  notwithstanding  the  great 
nrieCy  of  epithets,  or  names  given  in  the  Scripture." 

Ag^in,  page  571 :  <<  To  conclude.  As  Abraham,  outward  and  natural, 
WIS  the  great  father  of  the  Jews,  outward  and  natural,  whose  seed 
God  promised  to  bless  with  earthly  blessings,  as  Canaan,  &c.  and  that 
they  were  figurative  of  the  one  seed  Christ,  and  such  as  he  should 
beget  unto  a  lively  hope,  through  the  power  of  his  spiritual  resurrec- 
iion,  it  will  consequently  follow,  that  this  seed  must  be  inward  and 
ipiritiial ;  since  one  outward  thing  cannot  be  the  proper  figure  or 
ftpreteniation  of  another.  Nor  is  it  the  way  of  holy  Scripture,  so  to 
feiaeb  us ;  the  outward  lamb  shows  forth  the  inward  lamb ;  the  Jew 
outward,  the  Jew  inward.  As  God  attended  the  one  with  many 
Uffnlar  outward  mercies  (to  say  no  more)  above  other  nations,  so 
dotn  he  benefit  the  Jew  in  spirit,  above  all  other  people.'' 

Agpiin,  on  page  166:  '^  In  short,  I  say,  both  as  to  this  and  the  other 
point  of  justification,  that  Jesus  Christ  was  a  sacrifice  for  sin,  that  he 
mB  set  forth  to  be  a  propitiation  for  the  sins  of  the  whole  world,  to 
leelare  GocPs  righteousness  for  the  remission  of  sins  that  are  past, 
fee.  to  all  that  repented  and  had  faith  in  his  Son.  Therein  the  love 
of  God  appeared,  that  he  declared  his  good-will  thereby  to  be  recon- 
ttkdj  Christ  bearing  away  the  sins  that  are  past,  as  the  scape-goat  did 
bI  old^  not  excluding  inward  work,  for  till  that  is  begun,  none  can 
bo  benefited;  though  it  is  not  the  work,  but  God's  fiee  love  that 
mmUts  and  blots  outy  of  which  the  death  of  Christ  and  his  sacrificing 
of  himself  was  a  most  certain  declaration  and  confirmation.  In 
diort,  that  declared  remissionj  to  all  who  believe  and  obey^  for  the 
NOi  Uiat  are  past,  which  is  the  first  part  of  Christ's  work,  (as  it  is  a 
king's  to  pardon  a  traitor  before  he  advanceth  him,)  and  hitherto  the 
loquittance  imputes  a  righteousness,  (inasmuch  as  men^  on  true  re- 
mniancCf  are  reputed  as  clean  of  guilt  as  if  they  had  never  sinned,) 
ad  thus  far  justified.  But  the  completing  of  this  by  the  working 
Mrt  of  nn  inherent,  must  be  by  the  power  and  spirit  of  Christ  in  the 
Inarty  destroying  the  old  man  and  his  deeds,  and  bringing  in  the  new 
nd  ererlaiting  righteousness.  So  that  which  I  writ  against,  is  such. 
loelriiie  as  eztei^ted  Christ'ir  death  and  obedience,  not  \o  V!tk&  ^^\^ 


but  this  second  part  of  justificatioD ;  not  the  pacifying  conacieneei 
to  past  sin,  but  to  complete  salvation  without  cleansing  and  pur^ 
from  all  filthiness  of  flesh  and  spirit,  by  the  internal  operation  of  hi 
holy  power  and  spirit.  Concerning  these  two  points,  I  refer  thi 
to  two  books  written  not  long  since  by  me,  called  <  Quakeriffln, 
New  Nickname  for  Old  Christianity,^  and  ^  Reason  against  Railing,'  i 
which  these  points  are  fully  discu$sed ;  as  also  the  <  Divinity  of  Christ 
written  by  G.  Whitehead/' 

Isaac  Penington,  first  volume  of  his  Works,  page  609,  speaks  thu 

<^  Quest  1.  What  is  reconciliation  ? 

<^  Answ.  It  is  a  bringing  together  the  minds  and  hearts  of  God  an 
man  into  one. 

«  Quest  2.  How  is  this  wrought? 

<<  Answ.  By  taking  away  the  enmity  of  man's  nature,  which 
therein  against  God,  and  by  planting  him  into,  and  causing  him  \ 
grow  up  in,  that  nature  and  life  which  God  loveth,  whereby  that 
removed  from  man  which  God  hateth,  and  which  is  the  cause 
separation  i;  and  man  brought  into,  and  brought  up  in  that,  which 
the  love  and  delight  of  God's  heart. 

<<  Quest  3.  By  what  is  this  reconciliation  wrought? 

«  Answ.  -By  the  word  of  Oo(Ps  power.    That  comes  forth  fro 
the  love  of  God  unto  man;  and  man  being  gathered  out  of  himsc 
into  that,  the  evil  seed  is  thereby  destroyed,  and  the  good  seed 
the  kingdom  thereby  cherished,  and  groweth  up  in  its  shadow  ac 
nourishment 

.*' Quest  4.  How  doth  the  word  work  this? 

<<  Answ.  By  winning  upon  man,  and  gathering  him  into  its  ligh 
out  of  man's  own  darkness,  exercising  man  various  ways  to  emp* 
him  of  himself,  and  make  him  weak  in  himself,  and  putting  forth  \ 
own  strength  in  and  for  man,  as  it  hath  emptied  and  weakened  hi 
in  himself. 

^'  Quest  5.  What,  then,"  is  man's  great  advantage  towards  recon< 
liation  with  God  ? 

<<Answ.  To  become  weak,  to  become  poor,  to  become  helpless, 
become  nothing  by  the  frequent  exercises  of  the  word  of  reconcili 
tion  in  the  heart :  for  the  poor  receive  the  gospel,  and  the  weak  f 
ceive  God's  strength,  and  the  helpless,  his  mercy,  and  the  nothii 
ones,  his  fulness.'' 

Again,  page  610:  ^< Quest.  1.  What  is  redemption? 

<<  Answ.  ft  is  the  purchasing  of  the  vessel  out  of  the  captivity  ai 
misery  of  death,  into  the  liberty  and  blessedness  of  the  divine  lii 
sown,  revealed,  grown  up,  and  perfected  in  the  heart 

"  Quest.  2.  Who  is  the  Redeemer? 

^^  Answ.  The  Son  of  God,  the  child  of  God^s  begetting,  the  divii 
image,  who  naturally  believes  and  fulfils  the  will  of  the  Father, 
every  vessel  which  it  hath  prepared. 

(( Quest  3.  By  what  doth  he  redeem  ? 

^^Answ.  .By  his  Uood ;  by  )»s  life ;  by  his  power;  by  his  tuUu 
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wwn  in  the  vessel^  and  transfonniDg  the  vessel  into  its  own  likeness. 
Yeiy  this  is  indeed  redemption,  when  the  creature  is  changed  into, 
ud  brought  forth  in  the  image,  power,  nature,  virtue,  and  divine  life 
of  him  that  redeemeth;  and  uie  old  contrary  image  perfectly  blotted 
out,  by  the  presence  and  indwelling  of  the  new.  This  is  perfect" 
redemption,  the  least  measure  whereof  is  redemption  in  a  deeree. 

<<  And  after  this  springs  up  the  glory  of  the  life  in  the  vessel,  even 
the  glory  which  it  htsd  with  the  Father  btfore  the  world  was.  In 
the  nature  of  the  life  the  glory  is  hid ;  it  is  sown  in  the  seed,  it  dies 
with  the  seed,  it  is  raised  with  the  se^.'' 

And  again,  page  513:  '<  Quest  What  is  the  work  of  redemption  ? 

<<  Answ.  To  purge  the  old  leaven  out  of  the  vessel,  to  purify  the 
Teasel  from  all  the  false  appearances  of  light,  to  batter  down  all  the 
ilrong  holds  of  the  enemy  in  the  mind,  all  the  reasonings,  thoughts, 
imaginations,  and  consultations,  which  are  not  of  the  pure,  or  in  the 
pure ;  and  so  to  new  create  and  new  form  the  vessel  in  the  image  of 
te  wisdom  and  purity  wherein  it  was  at  first  formed. 

<<  Quest*  Who  doth  this  work,  or  who  is  man's  Redeemer  out  df 
the  fall? 

^  Answ.  The  Eternal  Word  or  Son  of  the  Father,  even  tlie  wisdom 
and  power  wMchwent  forth  from  the  fountain  in  the  creation,  the 
maifi  goeth  forth  from  the  bosom  of  the  Father  to  purify  the  creature, 
Mid  so  bringeth  the  creature  back  (being  purified  and  cleansed)  into 
his  bosom  again. 

<< Quest  With  what  doth  this  Word,  or  Redeemer,  redeem  ? 

<<  Answ.  With  his  own  life,  with  his  own  blood,  with  his  own 
eternal  virtue  and  purity.  He  descendeth  into  the  lower  parts  of 
the  earth,  becomes  flesh  there,  sows  his  own  seed  in  his  prepared 
enth,  begets  of  his  flesh  and  of  his  bone,  in  his  own  likeness,  and 
Doorishetfi  up  his  birth  with  his  flesh  and  blood  unto  life  everlasting. 

"  Quest  What  is  this  life?  Or  how  doth  it  first  manifest  itself  in 
the  darkness? 

^Aosw.  It  is  the  light  of  men.  It  is  that  which  gave  light  to 
Adam  at  first,  again  to  him  after  the  fall,  and  to  all  men  since  the 
UL  It  enli^tens  in  nature;  it  enlightened  under  the  law;  it  did 
eoli^ien  under  the  gospel  before  the  apostacy,  and  again  since  the 
qiostacy. 

^  Quest  How  doth  the  light  enlighten? 

"  Answ.  Bf/  its  shining.  The  eternal  Word  moves,  the  life  opens, 
the  light  shines :  this  in  the  least  degree,  is  a  beginning  of  redemp- 
tion; in  its  fulness  it  is  redemption  perfected.^' 

Gr^rge  Fox,  in  his  << 'Great  Mystery,'^  pages  102,  103,  gives  his 
view  of  the  subject:  ^  P.  He  saith,  <  It  is  an  error  to  say,  that  the 
liglit  which  every  one  hath  that  cometh  into  the  world,  is  sufficient 
to  salvation,  without  the  help  of  any  other  means  or  discovery,'  &c* 
Seepage  9. 

^  A.  Contrary  to  Christ,  who  brought  the  Jews  ofi*  ftt>m  all  othet 
helps  to  himitlfi  and  said^  <  Believe  in  the  lig^t  wbiie  ^e  Via:^^  >^<^ 


Ji^t;'  and,  <that  they  that  believed  in  the  light  shoald  not  abide  in 
darkness.'  And  <  no  man  cometh  to  the  Father  but  by  me/  saith 
Christ.  For  he  was  the  way,  the  truths  the  light  in  men,  and  the 
.  *  life,  and  there  is  no  salvation  by  any  other  name  but  by  him.  And 
h/OM  know  the  blood  qf  Christ  which  cleanstth^  and  the  offering 
for  the  sins  qf  the  whole  worlds  but  with  the  light  which  eomeik 
from  Christ  Jesus^vrho  is  sufficient,  who  is  the  salvation  to  the  ends 
of  the  earth;  so  he  is  the  only  means,  without  any  other  help.  And 
as  the  anointing  in  people  doth  teach  people,  they  shall  continue  in 
Christ:  and  as  they  *  walk  in  the  light  as  he  is  in  the  light,  they  shall 
have  fellowship  with  the  Father/  from  whence  all  helps  come;  and 
Christ  will  dwell  in  man,  and  walk  in  man,  and  what  need  have  they 
any  more  helps? 

<<  P.  He  saith,  <  It  is  an  error  to  say,  we  are  justified  by  that  whidi 
Christ  doth  in  us,'  &c.     See  page  9. 

^A.  Contrary  to  the  apostle,  who  saith,  <  We  are  justified  by  faith 
in  his  blood;'  and  the  faith  is  in  the  hear^  and  the  blood  is  in  the 
heart  that  purifies  it,  and  held  in  a  pure  conscience.  And  the  word 
of  faith  is  within.  Rom.  x.  And  faith  gives  victory  over  the  world, 
and  that  which  gives  victory,  justifies.'^ 

And  on  page  116:  ^^P.  He  saith,  <To  say  that  redemption  and 
righteousness  are  wrought  within,  is  to  bring  Christ  down  from  above 
out  of  Heaven,  or  raise  him  from  the  dead,  and  to  make  the  blood  of 
Christ  as  another  man's,'  &c.     See  page  9. 

'  <<  A.  Now  Christ  is  not  known  to  be  the  justification,  but  as  he  is 
known  within,  and  redemption  out  of  Adam^s  state  in  the  fall.  For 
<  he  that  believes  hath  the  witness  in  himself,'  and  <  ceaseth  from  his 
own  works,  as  God  did  from  his,  and  enters  into  his  rest.'  The 
world  may  profess  Christ  without  them;  but  if  he  be  not  within  them, 
they  are  reprobates,  and  shall  fall  short  of  justification  and  redemp- 
tion. And  if  they  have  not  the  Son  of  God,  they  have  not  life;  and 
many  will  say,  Lord,  but  do  not  the  thing  that  he  commands.  And 
one  of  tliy  generation  of  professors  that  wrote  against  the  Quakers, 
said,  <thaf  the  blood  of  Christ  was  corruptible,'  (and  so  it  was  like 
the  blood  of  another  man,)  and  thou  sayst  it  is  not  Now  we  say, 
that  blood  which  ckansethfrom  all  sin,  is  incorruptible;  and  they 
that  witness  Christ  in  them,  and  justification  and  redemption,  need 
net  say,  ^  Who  shall  raise  Christ  from  the  dead,  or  fetch  him  from 
above,'  as  thou  sayst" 

And  page  121 :  <^  He  saith,  <  Obedience  to  the  light  within  is  an- 
other atonement,  and  a  denying  the  atonement  of  Christ,'  and  calls  it 
*a  mystery  of  iniquity.'    See  page  28. 

<*  A.  None  know  the  atonement  of 'Christ  but  by  the  light  within, 
and  all  are  in  the  mystery  of  iniquity  that  are  out  of  the  light  which 
cometh  from  Christ,  the  covenant  of  God  to  Jews  and  Gentiles;  and 
that  ^  gives  them  the  light  of  the  knowledge  of  the  glory  of  God,  in 
the  face  of  Christ  Jesus.'  Mark!  he  saith,  the  light  is  that  which 
ginof  the  knowledge;  and  the  light  within  doth  not  aet  up  another « 
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atonemeot;  bat  tbey  that  deoy  the  light  within,  set  up  another  atone- 
ment than  Christ^' 

Page  212 :  **  None  aee  Christ  the  one  offering,  but  with  the  light 
that  Cometh  from  him :  nor  do  any  know  the  Saviour,  Christ  Jesus^ 
bat  with  the  light  that  cometh  from  him :  and  that  lets  them  see  the 
body  prepared,  Christ  who  was  the  seed  of  Abraham,  according  to 
the  fleih,  the  one  offering,  that  ends  all  offerings;  and  his  blood  that 
u  the  atonement  is  the  saints^  drink^  which,  who  drinks,  shall  live, 
with  which  their  consciences  are  purged  Jrom  deadtoorks^  to  serve 
the  living  God.  And  no  one  knows  the  foundation  of  God  that 
itandeth  sure,  nor  feels  it,  nor  sees  it,  but  with  the  light  which  cometh 
from  Christ  the  foundation,  which  breaks  down  M  other  founda- 
tions; which  light  that  every  man  is  enlightened  withal,  gives  him 
the  knowledge  of  the  foundation  of  God.^^ 

Page  227:  <<  The  blood  of  Christ  which  satisfies  the  Father,  which 
the  saints  drink,  and  his  flesh  which  they  eat,  which  in  so  doing  they 
have  life,  is  that  which  the  world  stumble  at;  which  who  drinks^ 
lives  for  ever.  And  the  apostle  preached  the  word  of  faith  in  their 
hearts,  and  in  their  mouths,  and  the  word  reconciles  to  the  Father^ 
tnd  hammers  down,  and  cuts  down,  and  burns  up  that  which  sepa* 
rates  Jrom  the  Father;  and  over  it  gives  victory.  And  as  for  the 
word  material,  the  apostle  doth  not  call  it  so,  but  precious;  and  Je- 
rusalem is  come  down  from  Heaven  and  witnessed  among  the  saints, 
heavenly  Jerusalem,  and  the  babes  know  their  mother.  And  who 
ire  in  Christ,  and  Christ  in  them,  see  it  and  possess  it  But  all  such 
as  are  against  the  light  within,  which  doth  enlighten  every  man  that 
cometh  into  the  world,  are  the  antichrists,  the  false  prophets,  the 
wolves  which  have  gotten  the  sheep's  clothing,  (which  may  deceive 
the  world,  but  not  the  elect,)  as  thy  book  hath  declared  thee/' 

Page  233:  ^  He  saith,  *  It  is  not  properly  and  absolutely,  in  a  full 
tense,  that  God  is  manifest,  or  glorified  in  the  flesh  of  his  saints,' 
page  29. 

^  A.  The  saints  are  the  temples  of  God,  and  God  dwells  in  them, 
tnd  walks  in  them ;  and  they  come  to  witness  the  flesh  of  Christ, 
tnd  they  glorify  him  in  their  souls  and  bodies,  and  the  Lord  is  glo- 
rified in  their  bringing  forth  much  fruit.  And  they  witness  the  seed, 
the  one  offering  lor  sin  and  transgression,  to  be  manifest  within; 
tod  such  are  not  reprobates,  that  witness  the  one  offering  Christ  Jesus; 
but  they  that  have  him  not  within,  are  reprobates." 

And  page  248:  <<  There  is  neither  Jew  that  professeth  a  Christ  was 
to  come,  nor  Christian  that  professeth  a  Christ  is  come;  nor  any  one 
upon  the  earth  (though  ye  have  all  the  Scriptures)  knows  the  flesh  of 
Christ,  but  who  owns  the  light  which  doth  enlighten  every  man  that 
cometh  into  the  world.  For  the  Jews  knew  not  the  flesh  of  Christ, 
though  they  had  Scriptures,  (but  crucified  him,)  whose  ears  were 
Hopped  and  eyes  closed  to  that  of  God  in  them.  The  Gentiles  knew 
not  the  flesh  of  Christ,  who  were  astray  from  the  life  of  God;  neither 
do  those  ctUed  Christians  know  the  flesh  of  Christ,  wVio  tiX^  xtv^N^x^'j 
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nvened  from  the  spirit  of  (}od  in  them,  though  they  have  gotten  all 
the  sheep's  clothing,  and  talk  Christ  is  come,  and  died  at  Jerusalem, 
as  the  Jews  c|uld  say  of  him  to  come,  and  to  be  born  at  Bethlehem; 
yet  they  coulH  not  confess  him  come  in  the  flesh,  nor  did  know  his 
flesh;  no  more  do  these  Christians  know  his  flesh,  though  they  hxn 
all  the  form  of  godliness.  But  who  come  to  the  seed,  Christ  himsdf, 
they  know  it  in  them;  then  they  shall  know  the  one  ofiering  (atop of 
all  the  world's  sects)  for  the  sins  of  the  whole  world ;  for  none  know 
the^flesh  of  Christ,  nor  Christ,  nor  as  God  was  in  Christ,  but  as  they 
come  to  the  light  with  which  they  are  enlightened,  which  who  hate 
know  him  not,  but  it  is  your  condemnation,  and  that  you  shall  ail 
feel  at  last  So  the  one  ofiering,  which  is  Christ,  is  set  over  the  whole 
world,  and  his  flesh  the  world  knows  not,  nor  the  princes  of  the  worid; 
but  where  the  seed  is  come  out  of  the  grave,  it  knows  him,  the  seed 
knows  him;  and  these  are  of  his  flesh  and  of  his  bone,  it  is  their  meat 
and  drink.  And  Christ  is  now  come,  who  treads  the  wine-press  alooe 
without  the  city.  Though  all  the  beasts,  and  false  prophets,  and  anti- 
christs upon  the  earth  rise  against  him,  yet  the  Lamb  and  the  saints 
shall  have  the  victory,  and  the  nations  shall  be  ruled  with  a  rod  of 
iron ;  and  bo  that  was  dead,  is  alive  again ;  he  by  whom  the  w^rld 
was  made  is  manifest,  and  he  rules  in  his  saints,  and  the  tabernacle 
of  God  is  with  men." 

(Court  adjourned.) 


Wednesday  mornings  July  31*/. 
Mb.  Wall  resumed: 

1  am  fully  sensible,  if  it  please  your  honours,  that  the  course  which 
my  duty  prescribes  has  required  me  to  trespass  very  long  upon  your 
time,  for  the  purpose  of  reading  the  great  variety  of  authorities  which 
it  was  necessary  to  submit  on  the  question  of  doctrines.  I  feel  very 
grateful  for  the  patient  indulgence  which  the  court  has  thus  far  ex- 
tended to  me,  and  I  must  yet  awhile  solicit  its  continuance,  whilst  I 
read  a  few  more  authorities  of  the  primitive  Friends,  the  introduction 
of  which  I  have  considered  essentially  requisite  to  the  right  under- 
standing of  this  case.  And,  first,  I  wish  to  submit  the  views  of  George 
Fox,  as  found  in  his  Journal,  vol.  i.  p.  98, 99: 

^<  As  I  was  walking  by  the  steeple-house  side,  in  the  town  of  Mans- 
field, the  Lord  said  unto  me,  ^  That  which  people  trample  upon  must  be 
thy  food. '  And  as  the  Lord  spake,  he  opened  to  me,  that  people  and 
professors  trampled  upon  the  life,  even  the  life  of  Christ  was  trampled 
upon ;  they  fed  upon  words,  and  fed  one  anotLer  with  words ;  but  tram- 
pled under  toot  the  blood qf  the  Son  ofOod^  which  blood  was  my  life: 
and  they  lived  in  their  airy  notions,  talking  of  him.  It  seemed  strange  to 
me  at  the  first,  that  I  should  feed  on  that  which  the  high  professors  trim- 
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pled  upon;  but  the  Lord  opened  it  clearly  to  me  by  his  eternal  spirit 
and  power." 

And  page  101 :  ^*  Soon  after  there  was  another  great  meeting  of 
professors,  and  a  captain  named  Amor  Stoddard  came  in.  They  were 
discoursing  of  the  blood  of  Christ  As  they  were  discoursing  of  it,  I 
skWj  through  the  immediate  opening  of  the  invisible  Spirit,  the  blood 
of  Christ;  and  cried  out  among  them,  saying,  <Do  ye  not  see  the 
Uood  of  Christ  ?  Ste  it  in  your  heartSy  to  sprinkle  your  hearts  and 
consciences  from  dead  works,  to  serve  the  living  God.'  For  I  saw 
tht  blood  qf  the  new  covenant j  how  it  came  into  the  heart.  This 
startled  the  professors,  who  would  have  the  blood  only  without  them, 
ind  not  in  them.  But  captain  Stoddard  was  reached,  and  said,  <  Let 
the  youth  speak,  hear  the  youth  speak;'  when  he  saw  they  endea- 
Toured  to  bear  me  down  with  many  words." 

And  in  his  Doctrinals,  pages  644,  645 :  <<  The  blood  of  the  old 
covenant  was  the  life  of  the  beasts  and  other  creatures;  and  the  blood 
of  the  new  covenant  is  the  life  of  Christ  Jesus,  who  saith,  <  Except 
ye  eat  mj  flesh,  and  drink  my  blood,  ye  have  no  life  in  you.'  John 
vi.  53. 

^  So  the  blood  of  the  new  covenant  t^  not  according  to  the  old; 
tnd  so  with  this  blood  of  the  new  covenant  must  every  one  feel  their 
hearts  sprinkled,  if  they  have  life ;  and  in  this  new  covenant  they  shall 
all  know  the  Lord,  &c.  And  by  this  blood  of  Jesus,  his  life  in  the 
new  covenant,  they  are  justified,  in  whom  we  have  redemption  and 
the  forgiveness  of  sins;  and  Christ  hath  purchased  his  Church  with  his 
own  blood,  his  life,  and  their  faith  doth  stand  in  his  blood,  which  ie 
the  life  of  the  Lamb.  Therefore  the  apostle  saith,  <  If  ye  walk  in 
the  light,  as  he  is  in  the  light,  then  have  ye  fellowship  one  with  an- 
other, and  the  blood  of  Christ  Jesus  his  Son  cleanses  from  all  sin.^ 

**  So  it  is  not  the  blood  of  bulls,  goats,  or  the  blood  of  other  creO' 
turea  which  was  the  blood  of  the  old  covenant j  nor  their  outward 
washings  in  it,  tJiat  takes  away  sin  ;  but  the  blood  of  the  new  cove^ 
nanij  which  is  the  blood  of  the  Lamb  without  blemish,  Christ  Jesus, 
the  blood  of  the  Lamb,  the  l\fe  qfthe  Lamb^  with  which  Christ,  the 
high-priest,  sanctifies,  cleanses,  and  redeems;  and  he  washes  with  his 
own  life,  his  blood;  yea,  he  sprinkles  the  altar  of  their  hearts,  that 
they  may  offer  a  sacrifice  of  praise  to  Crod  continually,  that  is,  the 
fruits  of  our  lips,  giving  thanks  to  his  name." 

Again,  page  646 :  <<  And  it  may  be  seen  it  was  the  life  of  the  dean 
beasts,  from  AbePs  time,  that  was  offered  and  accepted  of  by  OroA  to 
deanse  withal,  and  therefore  they  were  not  to  eat  the  blood,  for  the 
blood,  the  life  of  the  beasts,  was  offered  to  €k>d  for  an  atonement  upon 
his  altar*  So  it  is  clear  it  was  the  blood,  the  life  of  the  beasts,  which 
God  required  to  make  atonement  with  upon  his  altar  for  their  souls: 
for  the  Lord  saith,  <  The  life  of  all  flesh  is  the  blood,'  and  whosoever 
did  eat  it  wai  to  be  cut  off;  for  the  life  of  all  flesh,  the  blood,  was  to 
be  ofiered  upon  his  altar  to  make  atonement  for  their  soul,  as  the 
Uidreqaired« 
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**  Thus  the  first  covenant  was  dedicated  with  the  blood,  which  wi 
the  life  of  all  flesh :  but  the  new  and  second  covenant  is  dedicated  wit 
the  bloodi  the  life  of  Christ  Jesus,  which  is,the  alone  atonement  tmi 
Godj  by  which  all  his  people  are  washed,  sanctified,  cleansed,  an 
redeemed  to  God.  So  that  their  faith  and  testimony  stands  in  tli 
blood  of  the  Lamb,  the  life  of  Christ  Jesus,  fore-ordained  before  tli 
world  was,  a  Lamb  without  blemish,  guile,  spot,  or  sin,  whic 
cleanses  from  all  spots  and  sin,  and  washes  and  makes  clean  the  gai 
ments.  And  Christ  abolishes  both  the  blood  of  beasts,  and  the  alta 
and  all  the  traditions  in  the  law,  and  their  offerings  and  sacrifio 
before  the  law,  by  the  offering  up  of  himself  once  in  the  end  ofil 
tcorldj  a  Lamb  ordained  before  the  foundation  of  the  tvorld^  then 
fore  must  every  one^s  faith  and  testimony  stand  in  him  and  his  blooi 
And  who  are  the  true  witnesses  of  this,  but  they  only  that  hai 
drunk  cfthe  blood  of  Christy  and  eaten  of  his  fleshy  which  he  give 
for  the  life  of  the  world,  not  such  as  talk  of  it  only.'' 

To  these  two  last  citations  I  ask  the  particular  attention  of  th 
court  There  is  also  another  passage  of  the  like  meaning,  in  pag 
134,  of  the  same  book. 

James  Nay  lor  also,  in  page  38  of  his  work,  entitled,  <<  A  Vindio 
tion  of  Truth,''  printed  in  1656,  says:  "Thou  asks,  *  Would  tli 
light  within  have  showed  you  the  atonement  ?' &c.  I  say,  the  tr% 
atonement  it  will,  and  no  other  thing  can  show  it  to  every  partio 
lar  person;  but  thy  atonement,  that  was  before  thou  wast  born,  an 
art  yet  in  thy  sin,  it  will  not,  it  shows  no  such  lies.  But,  blind  mai 
may  not  all  that  have  any  experience  of  atonement,  see  what  th 
atonement  is,  that  is  not  seen  within?  Hadstthou  been  reconciled  I 
God  in  thy  heart  and  spirit,  the  liar's  mouth  had  been  stopped.  Bi 
if  thou  should  own  such  an  atonement,  thou  wouldst  lose  thy  master 
service.  But  didst  thou  know  what  atoTiement  or  unity  with  Ck 
is,  thou  could  not  feed  thyself  with  lies,  taking  conceits  for  atom 
ment,  while  that  of  Gk)d  within  thy  conscience  condemns  thee;  bi 
thy  atonement  would  be,  to  see  the  light  of  his  countenance  shiniii 
in  thy  heart,  in  the  face  of  Jesus,  and  see  him  speak  peace  wli 
wounds." 

And  Robert  Barclay,  in  his  Apology,  page  358  of  his  works,  ea 
presses  his  views  on  the  subject,  and  this  too  is  the  very  book  whifl 
the  counsel  on  the  other  side  admit  to  be  orthodox. — ^<  But  if  it  I; 
objected,"  says  he,  "  (which  is  the  ereat  objection,)  that  there 
no  name  under  heaven,  by  which  salvation  is  known,  but  by  tk 
name  Jesus :  therefore  they,  not  knowing  this,  cannot  be  saved. 

**  I  answer.  Though  they  know  it  not  outwardly f  yet  if  they  kno' 
it  inwardly y  by  feeling  the  virtue  and  power  qf  it,  the  name  Jest 
indeed,  (which  signifies  a  Saviour)  to  free  them  from  sin  and  in 
quity  in  their  hearts,  they  are  saved  by  it.  I  confess,  there  is  n 
other  name  to  be  saved  by ;  but  salvation  li.eth  not  in  the  literal,  bi 
in  the  eaq^erimental  knowledge.  Albeit,  those  that  have  the  liten 
knowleige,  are  not  saved  by  it,  without  this  real^  expevimenli 


163 

knowledge;  yet  those,  that  have  the  real  knowledge^  may  be  saved 
without  the  external/' 

And  in  pages  373, 374,  he  says:  "  They  object,  verse  21st  of  the 
same  chapter :  <  For  he  hath  made  him  to  be  sin  for  us,  who  knew  no 
SID,  that  we  might  be  made  the  righteousness  of  God  in  him.^ 

"  From  whence  they  argue :  *  That  as  our  sin  is  imputed  to  Christ, 
who  had  no  sin;  so  Christ's  righteousness  is  imputed  to  us,  without 
oar  being  righteous.' 

«  But  this  interpretation  is  easily  rejected.  For  though  Christ 
bare  our  sins,  and  suffered  for  us,  and  was  among  men  accounted  a 
tinner  J  and  numbered  among  transgressors;  yet  that  God  reputed 
him  a  sinner,  is  no  where  proved.  For  it  is  said,  <  He  was  found 
before  him  holy,  harmless,  and  undefiled,  neither  was  there  found  any « 
guile  in  his  mouth.'  That  we  deserved  these  things,  and  much  more 
for  our  sins,  which  he  endured  in  obedience  to  the  Father,  and  accord- 
ing to  his  counsel,  is  true;  but  that  ever  God  reputed  him  a  sinner, 
b  denied.  Neither  did  he  ever  die,  that  we  should  be  reputed  righ- 
teous, though  no  more  really  suchj  than  he  was  a  sinner  (as  hereafter 
appears).  For  indeed,  if  this  argument  hold,  it  might  be  stretched 
that  length,  as  to  become  very  pleasing  to  wicked  men,  that  love  to 
abide  in  their  sins:  for  if  we  be  made  righteous,  as  Christ  was  made 
a  sinner,  merely  by  imputation,  then  as  there  was  no  sin,  not  in  the 
least  inChrist,  so  it  would  follow,  that  there  needed  no  more  righteous- 
ness, no  more  holiness,  no  more  inward  sanctification  in  us,  than  there 
was  sin  in  him.  So  then  by  his  being  made  sin  for  us,  must  be  un- 
derstood his  suffering  for  our  sins,  that  we  might  be  made  partakers 
of  the  grace  purchased  by  him;  by  the  workings  whereof  we  are 
made  the  righteousness  of  God  in  him.  For  that  the  apostle  under- 
stood here  a  being  made  really  righteous,  and  not  merely  a  being 
reputed  such,  appears  by  what  follows,  seeing  in  verses  14, 15, 16,  of 
the  following  chapter,  he  argues  largely  against  any  supposed  agree- 
ment of  light  and  darkness,  righteousness  and  unrighteousness;  which 
must  needs  be  admitted,  if  men  be  to  be  reckoned  ingrafted  in  Christ, 
and  real  members  of  him  merely  by  an  imputative  righteousness, 
wholly  without  them,  while  they  themselves  are  actually  unrighteous. 
And  indeed,  it  may  be  thought  strange,  how  some  men  have  made 
this  so  fundamental  an  article  of  their  faith,  which  is  so  contrary  to 
the  whole  strain  of  the  gospel.  A  thing  Christ  in  none  of  all  his  ser- 
mons and  gracious  speeches  ever  willed  any  to  rely  upon;  always 
recommending  to  us  works,  as  instrumental  in  our  justification:  and 
the  more  it  is  to  be  admired  at,  because  that  that  sentence  or  term, 
(so  frequent  in  their  mouths,  and  so  often  pressed  by  them,  as  the 
very  ba^is  of  their  hope  and  confidence,)  to  wit,  the  imputed  righ- 
teousness of  Christ,  is  not  to  be  found  in  all  the  Bible,  at  least  as  ta 
my  observation." 

Here  he  expressly  declares  it  is  not,  and  ought  not  to  be,  made  a 
fimdamental  article  in  the  society.  And  in  pages  495-6,  in  the  sam^e 
Apology,  he  is  very  full  and  explicit  on  the  subject;  ^^¥tOYa>^%. 
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large  description,"  says  he,  <<  of  the  origin,  nature,  and  effects  of  this 
body,  flesh  and  blood  of  Christ,  it  is  apparent  that  it  is  spiritual,  and 
to  be  understood  of  a  spiritual  body,  and  not  of  that  body  or  temple 
of  Jesus  Christ,  which  was  born  of  the  Virgin  Mary,  and  in  which 
he  walked,  lived,  and  suffered  in  the  land  of  Judea ;  because  it  is 
said,  that  it  came  down  from  heaven,  yea,  that  it  is  He  that  came 
down  from  heaven.     Now  all  Christians  at  present  generally  ac- 
knowledge, that  the  outward  body  of  Christ  came  not  down  from 
heaven,  neither  was  it  that  part  of  Christ,  which  came  down  from 
heaven.     And  to  put  the  matter  out  of  doubt,  when  the  carnal  Jews 
would  have  been  so  understanding  it,  he  tells  them  plainly,  ver.  63. 
'  It  is  the  Spirit  that  quickeneth,  but  the  flesh  profiteth  nothing.'  This 
is  also  founded  upon  most  sound  and  solid  reason;  because  it  is 
the  soul,  not  the  body,  that  is  to  be  nourished  by  this  flesh  and  blood. 
Now  outward  flesh  cannot  nourish  nor  feed  the  soul;  there  is  no  pro- 
portion, nor  analogy  betwixt  them;  neither  is  the  communion  of  the 
saints  with  God  by  a  conjunction  and  mutual  participation  of  flesh, 
but  of  the  Spirit:  <  He  that  is  joined  to  the  Lord  is  one  Spirit,'  not 
one  flesh.     For  the  flesh  (I  mean  outward  flesh,  even  such  as  was 
that  wherein  Christ  lived  and  walked,  when  upon  earth;  and  not 
flesh,  when  transformed  by  a  metaphor,  to  be  understood  spiritually,) 
can  only  partake  of  flesh,  as  Spirit  of  Spirit:  as  the  body  cannot  feed 
upon  Spirit,  neither  can  the  Spirit  feed  upon  flesh.     And  that  the 
flesh  here  spoken  of,  is  spiritually  understood,  appears  further,  in 
that  that  which  feedeth  upon  it,  shall  never  die,  but  the  bodies  of  all 
men  once  die,  yea  it  behoved  the  body  of  Christ  himself  to  die.  That 
this  body  and  spiritual  flesh  and  blood  of  Christ  is  to  be  understood  - 
of  that  divine  and  heavenly  seed  before  spoken  of  by  us,  appears 
both  by  the  nature  and  fruits  of  it  First,  it  is  said,  <  It  is  that,  which 
Cometh  down  from  heaven,  and  giveth  life  unto  the  world:'  now,  this 
answers  to  that  light  and  seed,  which  is  testified  of,  John  i.  to  be  Hbe 
light  of  the  world,  and  the  life  of  men.^    For  that  spiritual  light  and 
seed,  as  it  receives  place  in  men's  hearts,  and  room  to  spring  up  there, 
Is  as  bread  to  the  hungry  and  fainting  soul,  that  is  (as  it  were)  buried 
and  dead  in  the  lusts  of  the  world;  which  receives  life  again,  and 
revives,  as  it  tasteth  and  partaketh  of  this  heavenly  bread.  And  they 
that  partake  of  it,  are  said  to  come  to  Christ;  neither  can  any  have 
it,  but  by  coming  to  him,  and  believing  in  the  appearance  of  his  light 
In  their  hearts;  by  receiving  which,  and  believing  in  it,  the  partici- 
pation of  this  body  and  bread  is  known.     And  that  Christ  under- 
stands the  same  thing  here  by  his  body,  flesh,  and  blood,  which  is 
understood,  John  i.  by  the  Might  enlightening  every  man,'  and  ^  the 
life,'  &c.  appears;  for  the  light  and  life  spoken  of,  Johni.  is  said  to  be 
Christ;  <  he  is  the  true  light :'  and  the  bread,  and  flesh,  &c  spoken  of 
in  this  6th  of  John,  is  called  Christ;  « I  am  the  bread  of  life,'  saith 
he.     Again,  <  They  that  receive  that  light  and  life,'  John  i.  12,  ob« 
tained  power  to  become  the  sons  of  God,  by  believing  in  his  name: 
BO  alBo  here,  John  vi.  35,  <  He,  that  cometh  unto  this  bread  of  life 


shall  not  hunger;  and  he,  that  believes  in  him,  who  is  this  bread, 

shall  never  thirst'    So  then,  as  there  was  the  outward  visible  body 

and  temple  of  Jesus  Christ,  which  took  its  origin  fironv  the  Virgin 

Mary;  so  there  is  also  the  spiritual  body  of  Christ,  by  and  through 

which  he,  that  was  the  Word  in  the  beginning  with  Grod,  and  was 

and  is  (xod,  did  reveal  himself  to  the  sons  of  men  in  all  ages,  and 

whereby  men  in  all  ages  come  to  be  made  partakers  of  eternal  life» 

and  to  have  communion  and  fellowship  with  God  and  Christ     Of 

which  body  of  Christ,  and  flesh,  and  blood,  if  both  Adam,  and  Seth, 

and  Enoch,  and  Noah,  and  Abraham,  and  Moses,  and  David,  and  all 

the  prophets  and  holy  men  of  God  had  not  eaten,  they  had  not  had  life 

in  them,  nor  could  their  inward  man  have  been  nourished.  Now,  as  the 

outward  body  and  temple  was  called  Christ,  so  was  also  this  spiritual 

Wy  no  less  properly,  and  that  long  before  that  outward  body  was  in 

being.     Hence  the  apostle  saith,  1  Cor.  x.  3,  4,  that  the  fathers  <  did 

dl  eat  the  same  spiritual  meat,  and  did  all  drink  the  same  spiritual 

drink:  (for  they  drank  of  that  spiritual  rock,  that  followed  them ; 

and  that  rock  was  Christ )'   This  cannot  be  understood  otherwise 

than  of  this  spiritual  body  of  Christ :  which  spiritual  body  of  Chris^ 

though  it  was  the  saving  food  of  the  righteous  both  before  the  law^ 

and  under  the  law,  yet  under  the  law  it  was  veiled  and  shadowed^ 

and  covered  under  divers  types,  ceremonies  and  observations ;  yea 

and  not  only  so,  but  it  was  veiled  and  hid,  in  some  respect,  under  the 

outward  temple  and  body  of  Christ,  or  during  the  continuance  of  it; 

10  that  the  Jews  could  not  understand  Christ's  preaching  about  i^ 

while  on  earth:  and  not  the  Jews  only,  but  many  of  his  disciples 

judged  it  a  <hard  saying,  murmured  at  it,  and  many  from  that  time 

went  back  from  him,  and  walked  no  more  with  him.'  " 

It  must  be  clear,  I  think,  from  the  passages  I  have  cited,  that  the 
position  with  which  I  set  out,  as  embracing  the  general  views  of  the 
early  members  of  the  society  on  the  subject  of  atonement,  is  the  &ir 
deduction  from  their  writings.  I  do  not  advance  these  as  the,  funda- 
mental doctrines  of  the  society  of  Friends,  but  it  is  my  duty  to  pre* 
lent  the  views  entertained  by  the  primitive  fathers,  in  order  to  show 
that  there  was  a  diversity  of  opinion  among  them  on  these  points,  and 
that,  although  the  Orthodox  may  show  that  ancient  approved  writers 
entertain  the  doctrines  set  forth  in  the  bill,  yet  that  there  were  others^ 
equally  respectable,  who  held  and  maintained  other  opinions.  We  do 
not,  however,  find  that  Penn,  Barclay,  Fox,  or  Whitehead,  or  any  of  the 
primitive  fathers,  ever  had  any  controversies  among  themselves;  but 
when  any  one  undertook  to  revile,  or  to  attack  those  principles  which 
they  considered  fundamental,  every  pen  was  at  once  drawn  to  defend 
thnn.  And  this  doctrine  is  now  brought  forward  as  an  original, 
primitive,  and  fundamental  doctrine  of  the  society,  about  which,  up 
to  the  period  of  this  struggle,  there  has  never  been  any  controversy 
or  dispute,  except  what  was  originated  by  the  celebrated  Greorge 
Keith;  and  how  nearly  the  contention  promoted  by  him,  resembled 
that  got  up  by  the  present  Orthodox  party,  I  may  take  o^casvotvYv^t^* 
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after  to  show.  They  had,  indeed,  differences  of  opinion,  but  those 
differences  never  led  to  any  schism,  and  for  the  very  obvious  reason, 
that  they  had  no  creed,  and  that  their  faith  did  not  repose  upon  out- 
ward views  or  forms. 

So  it  is  also  on  the  subject  of  the  Scriptures.  They  allowed  free- 
dom of  opinion,  which  did  not,  however,  extend  to  any  attack  on  the 
Scriptures  themselves;  but  in  regard  to  the  interpretations  or  dif-  ^ 
ferent  views  which  might  be  given  to  them,  tlie  utmost  latitude  was  a 
extended;  provided,  under  colour  of  this  liberty,  nothing  was  • 
attempted  inconsistent  with  '^  the  promotion  of  holiness  and  charity,^'  • 
or  ^Hhe  discreet  and  orderly  maintenance  of  the  character  of  the  \ 
society  as  a  sober  and  religious  community.'' 

I  shall  now  submit  to  the  court,  some  of  the  views  of  the  ancient 
writers  on  this  point:  but  first  let  me  briefly  state  what  I  deem  the 
leading  views  of  the  early  and  most  approved  authors,  on  the  sub- 
ject 

8.  They  believed,  that  the  Scriptures  contain  an  account  of  all  the 
chief  principles  of  the  doctrine  of  Christ,  held  forth  in  divers  decla- 
rations, exhortations,  and  sentences,  which  by  the  moving  of  God's 
Spirit  were,  upon  sundry  occasions,  spoken  and  written;  that  they 
are  a  declaration  of  the  fountain  but  not  the  fountain  itself;  that  they 
are  a  declaration  and  testimony  of  truth  but  cannot  confer  a  know- 
ledge of  truth ;  that,  therefore,  they  are  not  to  be  esteemed  the  prin- 
cipal ground  of  divine  truth  and  knowledge,  nor  the  adequate  pri- 
mary rule  of  faith  and  manners.  This  place  they  conceded  only  to 
the  Spirit  of  God,  that  divine  light  <'  which  lighteth  every  man  that 
cometh  into  the  world, ^'  from  which  the  Scriptures  themselves  have 
all  their  excellency  and  certainty,  and  by  which  only  they  can  be 
known  and  understood:  that  this  only  can  give  a  knowledge  of  Grod 
and  of  the  things  of  God.  They  did  not,  therefore,  believe  that  the 
Scriptures,  whether  ^< rightly  interpreted"  or  not,  "are  unerring 
guides.^'  But  that,  "as  by  the  inward  testimony  of  the  Spirit  we 
do  alone  truly  know  them,'^  hence  the  Spirit  is  that  guide  by  which 
the  saints  are  led  into  all  truth,  and  the  Scriptures  but  a  corroborative 
evidence  and  testimony  of  the  Spirit's  teachings  and  guidings.  Hence 
also  they  believed,  not  that  all  Scripture  is  "  given  by  inspiration  of 
God,"  but  that  "a//  Scripture  given  by  inspiration  of  Godj  is 
profitable  for  doctrine,  for  reproof,  for  correction,  for  instruction  in 
righteousness;  that  the  man  of  God  may  be  perfect,  thoroughly  fur- 
nished unto  all  good  workS;  but  that  when  leaned  upon  as  the  rule 
of  faith  and  l{fey  they  are  exalted  above  their  proper  place,  being 
made  to  occupy  the  position  which  rightfully  belongs  to  the  "Divine 
Light,^'  the  only  infallible  and  sufficient  teacher  in  the  things  of  God 
and  salvation.  That  when  thus  depended  on  "the  letter  kills," 
and  those  who  so  lean  on  them  are  liable  to  <'  wrest  the  Scriptures 
to  their  own  destruction." 

George  Fox,  in  his  Great  Mystery,  page  592,  says :  **  Objectioo. 


[e  nidy  ^wbofloever  took  a  place  of  Scripture,  and  made  a  sermon  of 
p  or  from  it^Twas  a  conjurer,  and  his  preaching  was  conjuration.' 
<<  A.  He  that  puts  the  letter  for  the  light,  when  the  letter  saith 
hrist  is  the  light,  he  is  blind;  and  they  that  say  the  letter  and  the 
pint  are  inseparable,  when  the  Spirit  saith  the  letter  is  death,  and 
illeth,  and  all  that  do  study  to  raise  a  living  thing  out  of  a  dead,  to 
liae  the  Spirit  out  of  the  letter,  are  conjurers,  and  draw  points  and 
itflons,  and  so  speak  a  divination  of  their  own  brain;  they  are  con- 
ifers and  diviners,  and  their  teaching  is  from  conjuration,  which  is 
ol  spoken  from  the  mouth  of  the  Lord,  and  the  Lord  is  against  all 
idi,  and  who  are  of  God  are  against  all  such ;  for  that  doctrine  doth 
ot  profit  the  people  at  all,  for  it  stands  not  in  the  counsel  of  God, 
at  IS  a  doctrine  of  the  devil,  and  draws  people  from  God,  but  he 
tut  speaks  from  the  mouth  of  the  Lord,  turns  people  from  their 
riekedness,  but  that  ministry  which  God  hath  not  sent,  and  that 
aembly  must  be  disaffected :  for  the  Lord  is  coming  to  teach  his 
Kople  himself  by  his  Spirit 

**  0.  <  George  Fox  said  the  Scripture  was  carnal/ 

*^  A.  The  letter  of  the  Scripture  is  carnal,  and  the  letter  is  death, 
lad  killeth,  but  the  Spirit  giveth  life,  which  was  in  them  that  gave 
brth  the  Scriptures,  and  that  I  witness,  which  is  eternal  and  notear- 
lal :  for  the  Jews  who  had  the  letter,  persecuted  Jesus  Christ  the 
nbstance ;  and  so  do  you  now  who  have  the  letter  and  not  the  sub- 
itince.  There  were  ministers  of  the  letter  then,  and  ministers  of  - 
lie  Spirit,  so  there  are  now." 

And  page  391,  he  says  also:  <<He  saith,  page  11,  ^  An  external 
neans  enables  them  to  open  the  meaning  of  the  gospel.' 

^  A.  An  external  opens  not  the  eternal;  this  all  may  judge  that  are 
a  the  fear  of  God,  and  that  is  it  which  keeps  them  from  being  de- 
rived and  seduced.  He  saith,  <the  external  opens  the  eternal,' 
ffaich  is  &lse;  for  the  eternal  opens  the  external,  and  the  gospel  is 
itemal,  and  that  which  reacheth  to  the  soul,  which  is  immortal;  and  all 
hey  are  seduced  and  seducers,  that  think  and  say  the  external  must 
ipen  the  eternal. 

^  P.  He  saith,  ^  Learned  men  are  those  who  must  give  the  sense  of 
he  Scripture.^ 

^' A.  Pilate  was  a  learned  man,  and  had  Hebrew,  Greek,  and  Latin, 
nd  knew  not  the  sense  of  the  Scripture,  who  crucified  Christ  And 
he  learning  of  God  is  that  which  knows  the  Scriptures  by  the  Spirit 
hat  gave  them  forth,  and  not  the  confounded  natural  languages." 

In  page  409 :  '^  The  infallible  light  which  every  one  that  comes 
Bto  the  world  is  enlightened  with,  is  the  leader  of  the  people,  and 
he  light  they  are  to  follow,  and  it  is  the  way  to  the  Father,  out  of 
he  way  from  the  Father  that  is  in  the  first  Adam,  in  the  trans- 
p«Bion ;  which  light  is  Christ  the  second  Adam,  that  every  man 
that  comes  into  the  world  is  enlightened  with.  And  they  who  follow 
liii^  and  believe  in  it,  and  walk  in  it,  abide  not  in  darkness,  but  have 
ihe  light  of  life.   And  the  light  within^  and  the  Spirit  o£  G^Am^vcL^ 
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that  gave  forth  the  Scripture,  is  the  trial  of  the  Scripture  of  tru% 
for  men  without  that  may  wrest  the  words,  and  wrong  translate  them. 
.So  the  light  within,  the  Spirit  of  God,  is  the  judge  of  the  Scriptures 
and  knov;s  Scripture,  which  gave  it  forth,  and  is  the  rule,  and  niled 
and  led  them  to  speak  them  forth,  and  is  the  rule  that  leads  them  to 
open  them  again,  and  to  lead  into  all  truth,  as  saith  Christ." 

Page410:  <<Enoch  and  Abraham  had  faith,  and  had  not  Scripture 
All  are  heathens  that  are  not  in  the  light  which  was  before  Scripture 
was  written,  though  they  have  all  the  Scripture.  And  the  holy  men 
of  God  acted  in  the  faith,  in  obedience  to  it,  before  the  Scripture  was 
given  forth,  and  they  were  all  in  the  faith  that  gave  forth  the  Scrip- 
ture, and  they  did  not  act  as  from  the  Scripture,  but  from  the  Spirit 
of  whom  they  had  learned,  who  is  the  author  of  faith  which  the  just 
live  by,  and  God  and  Christ,  the  substance  of  the  Scripture." 

And  page  527,  ho  adds :  "  P.  *  That  the  Scriptures  reveal  the  great 
mystery  of  election,  the  great  works  of  the  creation,  and  the  work  of 
redemption.' 

<<  A.  There  thou  hast  set  up  the  Scripture  instead  of  God,  and  before 
God  and  the  Son,  for  it  is  God  that  doth  reveal  to  babes  and  suck- 
lings. Matt,  xi.  25,  and  God  didreveal  by  his  Spirit,  1  Cor.  ii.  10,  and 
God  shall  reveal,  Phil.  iii.  15,  and  the  things  of  God  are  hid  from 
the  wise  and  prudent,  (Matt  xi.  25,)  that  have  the  Scriptures;  the 
Jews  had  the  Scriptures :  and  God  reveals  his  secrets  to  the  prophets, 
his  servants.  Amos  iii.  7.  No  man  knows  the  Father  saving  to  whom 
the  Son  shall  reveal  him.  Matt.  xi.  17.  Now  the  Son  reveals,  and 
the  Father  reveals,  and  the  things  of  God  are  revealed  by  his  Spirit 
1  Cor.  ii.  10.  The  Jews  had  the  Scriptures,  and  knew  not  the  Son, 
1  Cor.  ii.  8,  nor  the  Father,  as  in  John,  nor  the  things  of  God  by  a 
natural  light,  as  they  call  it  The  Jews  had  the  Scriptures,  and  did 
not  know  the  election,  Isa.  xxiv,  because  they  were  from  the  Spirit 
So  it  is  God  that  reveals  the  Son,  and  redemption,  and  election,  and 
not  the  Scripture;  the  Scripture  was  given  forth  from  them  that  had 
the  revelation  from  God." 

There  are  also  various  other  passages  in  this  book  to  the  same  pur- 
port. I  will  content  my«elf  with  referring  to  them.  They  are  found 
in  paces  102-3,  and  451-2. 

In  his  Journal,  page  92,  he  further  expresses  his  views :  ^^  My  de- 
sires after  the  Lord  grew  stronger,  and  zeal  in  the  pure  knowledge  ol 
God,  and  of  Christ  alone,  without  the  help  of  any  man,  book,  oi 
writing.  For  though  I  read  the  Scriptures  that  spake  of  Christ  and 
of  Gorf,  yet  I  knew  him  not  but  by  revelation ,  as  he  who  hath  the 
key  did  open,  and  as  the  Father  of  life  dreto  me  to  his  So7i  by  hu 
Spirit:' 

Also,  in  pages  115, 116:  <*As  I  went  towards  Nottingham  on  a 
first-day  in  the  morning,  with  friends  to  a  meeting  there,  when  I 
came  on  the  top  of  a  hill  in  sight  of  the  town,  I  espied  the  great 
steeple-house ;  and  the  Loixl  said  unto  me,  <  Thou  must  go  cry  against 
yonder  great  idol,  and  against  the  worshippers  therein.'     I  said 
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Jothing  of  this  to  the  friends,  but  went  with  them  to  the  meeting, 
fhcre  the  mighty  power  of  the  Lord  God  was  among  us;  in  which 
left  Friends  sitting  in  the  meeting,  and  went  to  the  steeple-house, 
^hen  I  came  there  all  the  people  looked  like  fallow  ground,  and  the 
riest,  like  a  great  lump  of  earth,  stood  in  his  pulpit  above.  He  took 
)r  his  text  these  words  of  Peter:  <  We  have  also  a  more  sure  word 
f  prophecy,  whereunto  ye  do  well  that  yc  take  heed,  as  unto  a  light 
lat  shineth  in  a  dark  place,  until  the  day  dawn,  and  the  day-star  rise 
;  your  hearts. '  He  told  the  people  this  was  the  Scriptures,  by  which 
cy  were  to  try  all  doctrinesj  relig^ions,  and  opinions.  Now  the 
ord's  power  was  so  mighty  upon  me,  and  so  strong  in  me,  that  1 
luld  not  hold ;  but  was  made  to  cry  out,  *  Oh !  no ;  it  is  not  the 
Tiptures ;'  and  told  them  it  was  the  holy  Spirit^  by  which  the  holy 
en  of  God  gave  forth  the  Scriptures,  whereby  opinions,  religions, 
id  judgments  were  to  be  tried;  for  it  led  into  all  truth,  and  so  gave 
€  knowledge  of  all  truth.  The  Jews  had  the  Scriptures,  yet  re- 
sted the  Holy  Ghost,  and  rejected  Christ,  the  bright  morning-star. 
hey  persecuted  him  and  his  apostles,  and  took  upon  them  to  try 
leir  doctrines  by  the  Scriptures,  but  erred  in  judgment,  and  did  not 
y  them  right ;  because  they  tried  without  the  Holy  Ghost.^' 
Edward  Burrough,  in  his  work  in  answer  to  George  GrifiSths,  page 
), says:  ^'  And  this  again  I  affirm,  as  before  I  did  in  thy  hearing, 
lat  the  Scripture  is  not  the  saints'  rule,  but  the  Spirit  which  gave 
rth  the  Scripture,  as  the  Scripluro  itself  witnesses.  Rom.  viii.  Faith 
as  before  the  Scripture  was,  and  therefore  the  Scripture  is  not  the 
"ound  of  it,  but  a  declaration  of  it;  and  no  other  faith  we  own  but 
e  faith  which  Abel  had,  and  which  Moses  had,  which  was  when 
)  Scripture  was  written,  and  that  we  own  to  be  the  rule  of  our  con- 
wation,  which  they  walked  by,  the  immediate  Spirit  of  God  which 
M  before  the  Scripture  was  written.  And  all  you  who  profess  the 
rripture  to  be  your  rule,  your  own  rule  shall  testify  against  you 
hen  the  eternal  God  judges  you,  and  they  who  witness  that  to  be 
cir  rule  which  gave  forth  the  Scriptures,  walk  up  in  the  life  of 
e  Scripture  more  thart  you  all.  And  you  are  proved  to  be  but  the 
w  outward,  who  boasts  of  the  ordinances  from  the  letter,  but  per- 
cutes  them,  by  slanders  and  false  reproaches,  who  witness  the 
bstance;  and  your  praise  is  only  of  men,  and  not  of  God.  And  the 
me  wo  which  thou  pronouncest  upon  us  will  fall  upon  tby  own 
ad,  for  this  thy  grievous  slander,  that  we  neglect  the  law,  and 
ich  men  so  to  do." 

And  pages  446,  447,  he  thus  speaks:  <*He  saith,  I  say  falsely ; 
lien  I  have  spoken  the  truth,  which  is  a  lie  in  the  highest  degree, 
saying  when  I  spoke  the  truth,  that  I  spoke  falsely ;  and  his  proof, 
that  the  truth  and  I  do  not  agree,  is,  because  I  said  in  my  first, 
fhe  saints  have  no  need  of  Scriptures  to  teach  them;  but  the  Spirit 
the  Father  leadeth  and  teacheth  into  all  truth.' 
"Rep.  My  words  are  justifiable ;  for  *  it  is  the  Spirit  that  leadeth 
to  all  truth,'  John  xvi.,  and  the  saints  *  need  no  mau  lo  teacVv  vWtcvJ 
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but  they  have  the  anointing  within  them;  and  they  know  all  things 
by  the  unction,  1  John:  and  the  Spirit  of  the  Father  is  given  them, 
by  which  the  Scriptures  were  given  forth.  And  the  Lord  is  the 
teacher  of  his  people ;  and  they  need  not  any  to  say  to  them.  Know 
tlie  Lord^  Jer.  xxxi.  Yet  they  that  witness  this,  do  not  make  the 
Scripture  of  none  effect,  but  own  it  in  its  place,  yet  not  as  their 
teacher;  for  then  they  should  deny  the  new  covenant,  Jer.  xxxi., 
and  then  something  besides  the  Spirit  leads  into  truth,  and  they 
have  something  to  teach  them  besides  the  anointing.  But  if  this  he 
all  the  proof  that  can  be  given  against  me,  <  that  I  and  the  truth  do 
not  agree,'  I  doubt  not  but  all  spiritual  men  will  see  the  emptioess 
and  weakness  of  the  witness  against  me,  and  will  be  more  confirmed, 
rather  than  shaken,  that  I  and  the  truth  do  fully  agree;  though?. 
T.  speaks  otherwise  falsely  against  me,  and  as  if  I  had  contradicted 
the  apostle's  words,  which  he  quotes  against  me,  who  saitb,  '  What- 
soever things  were  written  aforetime,  were  written  for  our  learning;' 
which  Scripture  I  do  own,  and  no  way  contradict ;  it  is  the  error  of 
his  judgment,  which  so  judgeth  :  for,  even  they  for  whom  tho  things 
that  were  written,  were  for  their  learning;  yet  they  were  led  into  all 
truth  by  the  teachings  of  tl)c  Spirit,  and  they  were  taught  of  the  Fa- 
ther; and  what  was  written  to  them,  was  not  written  because  they 
knew  not  truth,  or  to  teach  them  truth,  1  John  ii.  21.  Let  him  learn 
,  what  this  means." 

And  in  the  same  book,  pages  484,  and  485,  you  will  find  passages 
equally  corroborative  of  these  views.  Francis  Howgil,  in  pages  269, 
and  270,  has  also  the  same  views. 

George  Whitehead,  in  his  work  entitled  "  The  Light  and  Life  of 
Christ,"  pages  22,  23,  expresses  himself  thus:  "  Herein  is  the  suffir 
dency  of  Christ  and  his  light  to  guide,  opposed  and  denied,  with- 
out the  Scriptures  J  by  our  opposer;  as  if  the  Scriptures  must  needs 
help  Christy  the  light  or  spirit;  and  as  if  the  guidance  of  the  spirit 
now  were  not  to  be  esteemed  of  as  Scripture,  inspired  as  well  as  the 
Scriptures  were,  when  given  by  inspiration  to  the  men  of  God  of 
-old:  or  when  it  is  confessed  that  Christ  within  is  the  Comforter,  he 
means  by  the  application  of  promises  without,  which  is  still  to  de- 
tract and  diminish  from,  the  spirifs  sufficiency^  both  in  guiding 
and  comfortingj  though  it  leads  into  all  truth j  and  brings  us  to 
know  the  right  use  of  the  Scriptures,  which  we  do  own,  in  prefer- 
ring the  spirit y  and  owning  its  guidance  to  lead  into  the  know- 
ledge of  the  truths  in  Scripture^ 

Isaac  Penington,  in  the  first  vol.  of  his  works,  pages  94,  95,  says: 
•*  Quest.  Then  by  this  a  man  may  be  saved,  though  he  should  not 
know  the  literal  name  Jesus,  or  the  literal  name  Christ,  &c. 

"  Answ.  The  names  are  but  the  signification  of  the  thing  spoken 
of;  for  it  is  the  life,  the  power  (the  being  transformed  by  that)  that 
saves,  not  the  knowledge  of  a  name.  And  Christians  mightily  de- 
ceive themselves  herein:  for  they  tliink  to  be  saved  by  beliormga 
relation  concerning  Christ,  as  ho  appeared  in  a  fleshly  body,  and  suf- 
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lisred  death  at  Jerusalem.  Whereas  Christ  is  the  same  yesterday,  to- 
lay,  and  for  ever;  and  the  saving  knowledge  reveals  him  not  only 
IS  he  was  then,  but  as  he  was  the  day  before,  and  will  be  for  ever. 
A.nd  this  knowledge  is  also  revealed  in  the  Scripture;  but  they  are  so 
irovmed  in  the  letter^  wherewith  the  carnal  part  is  so  filled,  that 
the  spiritual  eye  cannot  open  in  them  to  see.  So  that  which  was 
drdained  for  life,  becomes  death  to  thefn^  and  they  perish;  they 
perish  just  as  the  Jews  did;  for  their  eyes  arc  withheld,  by  a  wisdom 
Mrhich  they  have  groum  up  in  from  the  letter^  from  the  beholding 
the  mystery  of  life  in  the  spirit,  which  alone  can  work  out  and  save 
from  the  mystery  of  death. 

••  Quest  But  did  not  God  formerly  work  life  in  men  by  their 
reading  of  the  Scriptures,  and  by  the  preaching  of  such  godly  minis- 
ten  as  are  now  despised,  and  accounted  antichristian  ? 

**  Answ.  When  men  read  the  Scriptures  formerly,  in  the  times  of 
thick  darkness,  and  when  some  of  those,  (who  were  not  made  minis- 
ters according  to  the  order  of  the  gospel,)  preached  in  the  simplicity 
nf  their  hearts,  according  to  the  best  light  of  their  feeling  and  expe- 
rience, the  Lord  pitied  the  simplicity  of  their  hearts,  and  secretly 
refreshed  this  principle  in  them  by  such  reading,  and  by  such  preach- 
ing. But  now  this  principle  is  made  manifest,  their  reading  and 
Betting  up  a  knowledge  of  the  Scriptures  without  this,  (which  was 
the  thing  even  then  from  whence  they  had  their  life,)  yea,  in  oppo- 
ation  to  this,  this  increaseth  their  death  and  bondage,  and  shuts  them 
oat  of  life. 

•*  Quest  Well,  I  will  keep  to  the  Scriptures,  and  wait  for  light 
there,  let  who  will  follow  this  new  light. 

*•  Answ.  Wilt  thou  keep  to  the  Scriptures,  in  opposition  to  that 
Briit,  which  alone  can  give  the  knowledge  of  the  Scriptures?  What 
fand  of  knowledge  wilt  thou  gather  from  the  Scriptures?  Not  a 
knowledge  which  unit  humble  thee,  and  cleanse  thine  heart;  but 
a  knowledge  that  will  puff  thee  upj  and  fit  thee  for  the  slaughter. 
While  thou  art  from  the  light,  thou  canst  not  know  the  Scriptures, 
nor  the  power  of  God;  but  art  exalting  thine  own  imaginations,  con- 
ceivings, and  reasonings,  without  the  sense  of  Scriptures.  And  this 
thou  wilt  one  day  know  with  sorrow,  when  God  calls  thee  to  an  ac- 
count for  thy  boldness,  in  putting  senses  and  meanings  upon  his 
words  without  his  light 

^<  Quest  I  am  almost  startled. 

**  Answ.  Many  have  fallen,  and  more  must  fall;  for  the  sharp  axe 
of  the  Lord  is  prepared  to  cut  down  every  professor,  with  all  his 
profession  and  religious  practices,  andrimitations  from  Scripture, 
which  stand  not  in  the  pure  life." 

In  page  305,  he  says:  "  That  the  Scripture  is  the  rule  of  trial  under 
the  gospel,  I  read  not  in  Scripture;  but  that  the  things  of  the  Spirit 
>re  to  be  known  in  and  by  the  Spirit,  1  Cor.  ii.  12.  The  apostle 
'ohn, speaking  of  antichrists,  seducers,  and  erring  spirits,  which  were 
to  be  tried,  doth  not  bid  them  try  them  by  the  words  w\\\c\vY\^n^to\r^ 
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or  by  the  other  apostles'  words,  or  by  the  prophets'  words;  but  by 
the  anointing;  which  keeping  close  to,  they  need  fear  no  seducers, 
1  John  ii.  26,  27.     The  word  which  was  in  the  beginning  being  re- 
ceived, abode  in,  and  kept  close  to,  tries  all  words  and  spirits.    That 
which  begets  to  God  is  the  spirit;  the  great  gift,  (which  is  given  to 
him  who  is  begotten,}  »  the  spirit;  and  this  (being  given)  is  to  be- 
come the  fountain  of  life  to  the  believer,  John  vii.  38.     And  in  this 
spring  of  life  he  is  to  live,  and  receive  milk  and  knowledge;  and 
here  he  is  to  walk,  and  here  he  is  to  try  all  other  waters,  even  by 
this  water.     And  this  is  more  to  a  believer,  and  more  enableth  him 
to  try,  than  all  the  words  of  truth  that  ever  were  written;  though  he 
that  hath  this  cannot  despise  or  undervalue  anything  that  the  Spirit 
ever  wrought:  but  yet  the  Spirit  itself  is  more  to  him,  and  more  cer- 
tain, than  any  words  concerning  the  Spirit     Men  may  make  false 
glosses,  and  mud,  and  make  void  the  Scriptures,  by  their  reasonings, 
and  interpretations,  and  traditional  apprehensions;   but  this  water 
ever  runs  fresh  and  clear,  and  no  foul  spirit  can  defile  it     Moses 

Save  the  law  which  directed  to,  and  ended  in,  Christ:  Christ  in  the 
esh  finished  the  work  which  the  Father  gave  him  to  do,  and  di- 
rected to  the  comforter  to  be  the  leader  into  ail  truth;  yea,  the  spring 
of  life  to  the  believer;  and  here  the  believer  is  safe.    But  the  anti- 
christian  spirit  ravening  from  this,  cries  up  the  letter  in  the  stead  of 
this,  and  doth  not  see  how  the  letter  points  to  and  centres  in  this. 
<  God  hatli  made  us  able  ministers  of  the  New  Testament,'  saith  the 
apostle;  *.not  of  the  letter,  but  of  the  spirit,'  2  Cor.  iii.  6.    Jfle  over- 
looked the  letter:  that  was  not  the  thing  he  was  chiefly  to  minister, 
but  the  spirit,  the  power,  to  turn  men  fruin  darkness  to  light,  tliat 
they  migiit  feel  him  that  is  true,  and  have  the  life  eternal  abiding  in 
the  heart    But  now,  in  the  antichristian  darkness,  the  spirit  being 
lost,  which  is  the  gospel  administratio|i,  they  seemingly  advance  and 
cry  up  the  letter,  putting  it  into  the  place  of  the  spirit   Vei  in  truth, 
it  is  not  t/ic  Scripture  neither,  in  its  naked  simplicity y  which  is 
thus  cried  tip,  but  man^s  wise  reaso7iings  about  it.^^ 

Again,  in  page  267:  "The  new  covenant  is  the  covenant  of  the 
gospel;  which  is  a  living  covenant,  a  spiritual  covenant,  an  inward 
covenant,  and  the  law  or  rule  of  it  cannot  be  v^Titten  outwardly. 
Read  the  tenor  of  the  new  covenant,  Heb.  viii.  10;  *  I  will  put  my 
laws  into  their  minds,  and  write  them  in  their  hearts.'  If  God  him- 
self should  take  the  same  laws,  and  write  them  outwardly,  yet,  so 
written,  they  are  not  the  new  covenant:  at  most  they  would  be  but 
an  outward  draught  of  laws  written  in  the  new  covenant.  And 
mark!  this  is  one  difFeren^  given  between  the  new  covenant  and 
the  old;  the  laws  of  the  one  were  written  outwardly,  in  tables  of 
stone;  the  laws  of  the  other  were  to  be  written  in  the  heart  That 
is  the  book  wherein  the  laws  of  the  new  covenant  were  promised  to 
be  written,  and  there  they  are  to  be  read.  So  that  he  that  w*ill  read 
and  obey  the  laws  of  the  covenant  of  lifcj,  must  look  for  them  in  that 
book  wherein  God  hath  promised  to  write  them;  for  though  in  other 
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books  he  may  read  some  outward  descriptions  of  the  thing,  yet  here 
aloDe  can  he  read  the  thing  itself.  Christ  is  the  way,  the  truth,  and 
the  life." 

And  again,  in  pages  267,  268:  "The  new  creature,  that  which 
God  hath  new  created  in  the  heart,  in  which  life  breathes,  and  no- 
thing but  life  breathes,  which  is  taught  by  God,  and  true  to  God 
from  its  very  infancy,  that  is  his  rule  whereby  he  is  to  walk ;  the 
apostle  expressly  calls  it  so.  Gal.  xvi.  15,  16.     That  which  is  begot- 
ten by  God  is  a  son ;  and  the  son,  as  he  is  begotten  by  the  breath  of 
the  Spirit,  so  he  is  preserved  and  led  by  the  same  breath ;  and  such 
as  arc  so  led,  are  sons,  and  none  else ;  for  it  is  not  reading  of  Scrip- 
tures, and  gathering  rules  out  thence,  that  makes  a  son,  but  the  re- 
ceiving of  the  Spirit,  and  the  being  led  by  the  Spirit,  Rom.  viii.  14, 
15.    And  being  the  whole  worship  of  the  gospel  is  in  the  spirit, 
[     there  is  a  necessity  of  receiving  that  in  the  first  place;  and  then  in 
^      it  the  soul  learns  to  know  and  wait  for  its  breathings  and  movings, 
and  follows  on  towards  the  Lord  in  them,     '^e  Spirit  cannot  be 
withheld  from  breathing  on  that  which  he  hath  begotten ;  and  that 
breath  is  a  guide,  a  rule,  a  way,  to  that  which  it  breatheth  upon. 
Now  this  is  most  manifest,  even  from  the  Scriptures  themselves, 
they  expressly  calling  Christ,  the  way,  the  truth,  &c.  the  new  crea- 
ture, the  rule;  the  faith,  grace,  or  gift,  given  to  be  the  rule,  testify- 
ing the  heart  to  be  that  which  God  hath  chosen  to  write  his  laws  in; 
but  where  do  they  call  themselves  a  ])crfect  rule  of  faith  and  obedi- 
ence? *They  are  they,'  saith  Christ, '  which  testify  of  me;  and  ye 
will  not  come  to  me,  that  ye  might  have  life,'  John  v.  39,  40.    Life 
\     cannot  be  received  from  the  Scriptures,  but  only  from  Christ  the 
fountain  thereof;  no  more  can  the  Scriptures  give  the  rule,  but  point 
to  the  fountain  of  the  same  life,  where  alone  the  rule  of  life,  as  the 
life  itself,  can  be  received.  The  Scriptures  cannot  ingraft  into  Christ, 
nor  give  a  livine  rule  to  him  that  is  ingrafted ;  but  he  that  hath  heard 
the  testimony  of  the  Scriptures  concerning  Christ,  and  hath  come  to 
him,  must  abide  in  him,  and  wait  on  him  for  the  writing  of  the  law 
of  the  spirit  of  life  in  his  heart,  and  this  will  be  his  rule  from  the  law 
of  sin  and  death,  even  unto  the  land  of  life.     Now  if  men  have  mis- 
taken in  the  night  of  darkness,  and  put  the  Scriptures  out  of  their 
place,  (even  in  the  place  of  the  spirit,)  and  so  have  become  minis- 
ters, not  of  the  spirit,  but  of  the  letter,  whereas  the  apostles  were 
made  able  ministers  of  the  New  Testament,  not  of  the  letter,  but  of 
ftc  spirit,  2  Cor.  iii.  6;  let  them  not  be  oifendcd  at  the  spirit  of  God 
for  teaching  us  otherwise,  nor  at  us  for  learning  as  the  spirit  of  God 
hath  taught  us;  the  Scriptures  also  testiQ^ng  that  this  is  the  rule,  but 
Aowherc  setting  up  themselves  for  the  rule.     And  it  is  the  same 
spirit  which  would  now  fix  men  in  the  Scriptures,  to  keep  men  from 
Christ,  the  living  rule  and  only  way  to  life  eternal,  as  formerly  kept 
them  by  traditions  from  the  Scriptures ;  though  it  is  bard  for  them 
who  are  eotaogled  in  tliis  deceit,  to  sec  it^' 
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And  there  are  several  other  passages  in  the  book  to  the  same  im- 
port, which  I  will  not  cite. 

I  now  turn  to  the  works  of  William  Penn.  In  the  first  vol.  page 
597,  he  says:  ^  Christ  left  nothing  in  writing  for  the  rule  of  faith  anid 

firactice  that  we  hear  of;  and  it  is  not  to  be  thought  that  he  was  lea 
aithful  in  his  house  than  Moses:  and  doubtless,  had  ho  intended  the 
rule  of  his  followers  to  have  been  a  written  rule,  he  would  have  left 
it  upon  record  with  all  punctuality,  this  must  be  believed,  and  thtt 
done,  on  pain  of  eternal  death.  Nor  did  his  followers  write  in  the 
method  of  a  rule,  as  the  law  was  written;  nor  did  they  so  call  or  re- 
commend what  they  writ*' 

Again,  2d  vol.  pages  36,  37:  ^  Greater  impertinency  no  man  can 
be  guilty  of,  than  to  affirm  or  teach,  that  there  is  a  revelaiion  mat 
immediate;  it  is  a  direct  contradiction  in  terms;  for  that  which  if 
revealed  must  be  immediately ^  or  else  it  cannot  rationally  be  a  me- 
latiofij  but  tradition  rather. 

«  Nay,  the  Scriptures  cannot  be  properly  styled  tfie  revelation  (/ 
the  will  qf  O-odj  till  they  are  first  opened  by  him,  who  was  found 
worthy  to  unseal  the  book,  *  that  spirit  of  truth,  that  opens,  and 
none  «huts;  and  shuts,  and  none  opens.' 

«  The  Scripture  gives  this  testimony  to  what  I  affirm,  that  it  is  *  the 
inspiration  of  the  Almiffhty  which  gives  understanding  :*  and  *  none 
can  come  to  the  Father  but  by  me:'  ^  none  knows  the  Father,  but  the 
Son,  and  he  to  whom  the  Son  reveals  him  :' '  none  knows  the  thinii 
of  God,  save  the  spirit  of  God:*  ^  I  will  be  with  you  to  the  end:'  *lf 
any  be  otherwise  minded,  God  will  reveal  it  to  him  ;^  with  many  the 
like  expressions,  which  afibrd  us  thus  much,  viz.:  That  since  no  man 
knows  the  mind  and  will  of  God,  neither  can  rightly  discern  of  spi- 
ritual matters,  but  as  they  are  revealed  and  manifested  by  the  spirit 
of  God,  the  very  Scriptures  themselves  are  not  a  revelation  to  him, 
but  the  sense  arid  purpose  of  them,  (so  immediately  revealed  by  the 
eternal  Spirit ,)  is  the  only  trite  revelatum,  and  the  Scriptures  but  a 
godly  tradition. 

«  Moses  did  not  conclude  his  predecessors  ignorant  of  the  will  of 
God,  who  were  without  a  written  law.  Nor  did  Job  say,  that  the 
naked  books  of  Moses  were  able  to  give  understanding ;  but  the  in- 
spiration of  the  Almighty :  neither  did  Christ  bid  them  read  the 
Scriptures,  that  the  Father  might  be  revealed  to  them.  Nor  the 
apostles  require  the  churches  to  have  recourse  to  their  writings,  (then 
scattered  amongst  them,)  as  what  would  only  reveal  to  them  tKe 
mind  of  God.  But  as  they  affirmed  and  preached  the  impossibility 
of  knowing  the  things  of  Qllgky  any  other  way  than  that  qf  revekh 
Hon  from  Ood;  so  did  the)r  attribute  all  such  science,  not  to  their 
writing  but  to  his  spirit;  directing  all  to  the  grace^  sptriti  and 
anointmg,  as  their  most  infallible  teacher. 

<<  Na/,  the  Lord,  (in  his  wisdom,)  apprehending,  that  the  people 
would  not  believe  MoseSy  unless  tihey  had  some  sensible  and  con- 
vincing evidencoi  was  thei«fore  pleased  to  say  to  Moses^  *  ho,  I  come 
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in  a  thick  cloud,  that  the  people  may  hear  when  1  speak  with  thee, 
iDd  believe  thee  for  ever/  Exod.  xix.  9.  This  was  far  from  God's 
ipetking  so,  as  that  the  people  should  not  hear  as  well  as  Moses, 
or  the  prophets.  And  truly,  the  plain  English  why  we  believe  not 
the  black-coats  of  our  age,  is  because  we  do  not  hear  God  speak  to, 
or  by  them.*' 

Robert  Barclay  in  his  Apology,  gives  his  views  at  length  on  this 
labject.  Page  305  of  his  works,  he  says:  <<  This  is  the  great  work  of 
the  Scriptures  and  their  service  to  us,  that  we  may  witness  them  ful- 
filled in  us,  and  so  discern  the  stamp  of  God's  spirit  and  ways  upon 
them,  by  the  inward  acquaintance  we  have  with  the  same  spirit  and 
work  in  our  hearts.  The  prophecies  of  the  Scripture  are  also  very  com- 
fortable and  profitable  unto  us,  as  the  same  Spirit  enlightens  us  to  ob- 
serve them  fulfilled,  and  to  be  fulfilled.  For  in  all  this  it  is  to  be  ob- 
ier?ed,  that  it  is  only  the  spiritual  mattj  that  can  make  a  right  use 
qfthem:  they  are  able  to  make  the  man  qf  God  perfect,  (so  it  is  not 
die  natural  man,)  and  whatsoever  was  written  aforetime,  was  written 
lor  our  comfort,  *  our^  that  are  the  believers^  *  our'  that  are  the  saints;  * 
coDceming  such  the  apostle  speaks :  for  as  for  the  other,  the  apostle 
Peter  plainly  declares,  that  the  unstable  and  unlearned  torest  them 
to  their  own  destruction.  These  were  they  that  were  unlearned 
ID  the  divine  and  heavenly  learning  of  the  Spirit,  not  in  human  and 
lehool  literature;  in  which  we  may  safely  presume,  that  Peter- him- 
lel^  being  a  fisherman,  had  no  great  skill:  for  it  may  with  great 
Iffobability,  yea,  certainty  be  aflSrmed,  that  he  had  no  knowledge  of 
Aristotle's  Logic,  which  both  papists  and  protestants  now,  degene- 
rating from  the  simplicity  of  truth,  make  the  handmaid  of  divinity,  (as 
they  call  it,)  and  a  necessary  introduction  to  their  carnal,  natural, 
and  human  ministry.  By  the  infinite,  obscure  labours  of  which 
kind  of  men,  mixing  in  their  heathenish  stufi*,  the  Scripture  is  ren- 
dered at  this  day  of  so  little  service  to  the  simple  people:  whereof 
if  Jerome  complained  in  his  time,  now  twelve  hundred  years  ago, 
laying,  ^  It  is  wont  to  befall  the  most  part  of  learned  men,  that  it  is 
harder  to  understand  their  expositions,  than  the  things  which  they 
go  about  to  expound,'  what  may  we  say  then,  considering  those 
great  heaps  of  commentaries  since,  in  ages  yet  far  more  corrupted  ?^^ 

And  in  pages  306  and  307:  <<  Their  second  objection  is  from  John 
?.  39:  <  Search  the  Scriptures,'  &c  Here,  (say  they,)  we  are  com- 
manded by  Christ  himself,  to  search  the  Scriptures. 

**l  answer,  first.  That  the  Scriptures  ought  to  be  searched,  we  do 
not  at  all  deny;  but  are  very  willing  to  be  tried  by  them:  as  hath 
been  above  declared.  But  the  question  is,  whether  they  be  the  only 
and  principal  rule  ?  which  this  is  set  far  from  proving,  that  it  proveth 
the  contrary:  for  Christ  checks  them  here  for  too  high  an  esteem 
tfthe  ScriptureSj  and  neglecting  qf  him  that  was  to  be  preferred 
hrfore  them,  and  to  whom  they  bore  witness;  as  the  following  words 
declare:  <  for  in  them  ye  think  ye  have  eternal  life,  and  tiney  are 
they  which  testify  of  me;  and  ye  will  not  come  uuto  me,  iVv^X  ^^ 
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.  may  have  life.'  This  shows,  that  while  they  thought  they  had  eter- 
nal life  in  the  Scriptures,  they  neglected  to  come  unto  Christ  to  have 
life,  of  which  the  Scriptures  bore  witness.  This  answers  well  lo 
our  purpose,  since  our  adversaries  now  do  also  exalt  the  ScriptureSi 
and  think  to  have  life  in  them;  which  is  no  more  than  to  look  upon 
them  as  the  only  principal  rule  and  way  to  life,  and  yet  refuse  to 
come  unto  the  Spirit,  of  which  they  testify;  even  the  inward,  spi- 
ritual law,  which  could  give  them  life.  So  that  the  cause  of  this 
people's  ignorance  and  unbelief  was  not  their  want  of  respect  to  the  ' 
Scriptures;  which  though  they  knew,  and  had  a  high  esteem  of,  yet 
Christ  testifies  in  the  former  verses,  that  they  had  neither  seen  the 
Father,  nor  heard  his  voice  at  any  time,  neither  had  his  word  abid- 
ing in  them:  which  had  they  then  had,  then  they  had  believed  in  the 
Son. 

"  Moreover,  that  place  may  be  taken  in  the  indicative  mood;  *  Ye 
search  the  Scriptures;'  which  interpretation  the  Greek  word  will 
bear,  and  so  Pasor  translatcth  it:  which  by  the  reproof  following 
seemeth  also  to  be  the  more  genuine  interpretation ;  as  Cyrillus  long 
ago  hath  observed. '^ 

And  page  308:  "  But  if  it  be  urged,  that  it  is  not  enough  to  deny 
these  consequences,  if  they  naturally  follow  from  your  'doctrine  of 
immediate  revelation,  and  denying  the  Scripture  to  be  the  only  rule. 

"  I  answer:  we  have  proved  both  these  doctrines  to  be  true  and 
liecessary,  according  to  the  Scriptures  themselves  ;  and  therefore  to 
fasten  evil  consequences  upon  them,  which  we  make  appear  do  not 
follow,  is  not  to  accuse  us,  but  Christ  and  his  apostles,  who  preached 
them. 

<<  But,  secondly,  we  have  shut  the  door  upon  all  such  doctrine  in 
this  very  position,  affirming,  that  the  Scriptures  give  a  full  and  am- 
ple testimony  to  all  the  principal  doctrines  of  the  Christian  faith. 
For  we  do  firmly  believe,  that  there  is  no  other  gospel  or  doctrine 
to  be  preached,  but  that  which  was  delivered  by  the  apostles;  and 
dof  freely  subscribe  to  that  saying,  <  Let  him  that  preacheth  any  other 
gospel,  than  that  which  hath  been  already  preached  by  the  apostles, 
and  according  to  the  Scriptures,  be  accursed. 

"  So  tve  distinguish  betwixt  a  revelation  of  a  new  gospel  and 
new  doctrineSj  and  a  new  revelation  of  the  good  old  gospel  and 
doctrines;  the  last  we  plead  for,  but  the  first  we  utterly  deny.  For 
we  firmly  believe,  that  no  other  foundation  can  any  man  lay,  than 
that  which  is  laid  already.  But  that  this  revelation  is  necessary,  we 
have  already  proved;  and  this  distinction  doth  sufficiently  guard  us 
against  the  haaard  insinuated  in  the  objection. 

"  As  to  the  Scriptures  being  a  filled  canon,  I  see  no  necessity  of 
believing  it:  and  if  these  men,  that  believe  the  Scripture  to  be  the 
only  rule,  will  be  consistent  to  their  own  doctrine,  they  must  needs 
be  of  my  judgment;  seeing,  it  is  simply  impossible  to  prove  the 
canon  by  the  Scriptures.     For  it  cannot  be  found  in  any  book  of  the 
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aiptore,  that  these  books,  and  just  these,  and  no  other  are  canoni- 
I;  as  all  are  forced  to  acknowledge/' 

And  in  page  296  :  ^<  We  confess,  indeed,  there  wants  not  a  ma- 
lty in  the  style,  a  coherence  in  the  parts,  a  good  scope  in  the 
liole ;  but  seeing  these  things  are  not  discerned  by  the  natural,  but 
ily  by  the  spiritual  man,  it  is  the  spirit  of  God,  that  must  give  us 
lit  belief  of  the  Scriptures  which  may  satisfy  our  consciences/' 
And  page  297 :  '^  By  all  which  it  appeareth  how  necessary  it  is 
seek  the  certainty  of  the  Scriptures  from  the  spirit,  and  no- 
here  else.  The  infinite  janglings,  and  endless  contests  of  those  that 
ek  their  authority  elsewhere,  do  witness  to  the  truth  hereof/' 
Again :  ^  Though  then  we  do  acknowledge  the  Scriptures  to  be 
sry  heavenly  and  divine  writings,  the  use  of  them  to  be  very  com- 
ftable  and  necessary  to  the  church  of  Christ,  and  that  we  also  ad- 
lire  and  give  praise  to  the  Lord  for  his  wonderful  providence  in 
vsenring  these  writings  so  pure  and  uncorrupted  as  we  have  them, 
trough  so  long  a  night  of  apostasy,  to  be  a  testimony  for  his  truth 
gunst  the  wickedness  and  abominations  even  of  those  whom  he 
ade  instrumental  in  preserving  them;  so  that  they  have  kept  them 
I  be  a  witness  against  themselves:  yet  we  may  not  call  them  the 
ineipal  fountain  of  all. truth  and  knowledge,  nor  yet  the  first  ade- 
late  rule  of  faith  and  manners;  because  the  principal  fountain  of 
nth  must  be  the  truth  itself,  L  e.  that  whose  certainty  and  autho- 
ty  depends  not  upon  another.  When  we  doubt  of  the  streams  of 
y  river  or  flood,  we  recur  to  the  fountain  itself,  and  having  found 
there  we  sist;  we  can  go  no  further:  because  there  it  springs  out 
tbe  bowels  of  the  earth,  which  are  inscrutable:  even  so  the  writ- 
p  and  sayings  of  all  men  we  must  bring  to  the  word  of  God,  I 
am,  the  eternal  word;  and  if  they  agree  hereunio,  we  stand 
trt.  For  this  word  always  proceedeth,  and  doth  eternally  proceed 
xn  God,  in  and  by  which  the  unsearchable  wisdom  of  God,  and 
iearchable  counsel  and  will  conceived  in  the  heart  of  God,  is  re- 
aled  unto  us." 

Agiin,  pages  298,  299:  ^^  The  very  nature  of  the  gospel  itself  de- 
Deth,  that  the  Scriptures  cannot  be  the  only  and  chief  rule  of 
iristians;  else  there  should  be  no  difference  betwixt  the  law  and 
Bgoq>el:  as  from  the  nature  of  the  new  covenant,  by  divers  Scrip- 
res  described  in  the  former  proposition,  is  proved. 
''But  besides  these,  which  are  before-mentioned,  herein  doth  the 
IT  and  the  gospel  differ:  in  that  the  law  being  outwardly  written, 
ings  under  condemnation,  but  hath  not  life  in  it  to  save;  whereas 
e  gospel,  as  it  declares  and  makes  manifest  the  evil,  so  it  being  an 
Wtfd,  powerful  thing,  also  gives  power  to  obey,  and  delivers  from 
e  evil:  hence  it  is  called  fiuojyiXiov,  which  is,  glad  tiding  The 
w  or  letter,  which  is  without  us,  kills ;  but  the  gospel,  which  is  the 
^ward  spirituallaw,  gives  life ;  for  it  consists  not  so  much  in  words, 
I  in  virtue:  wherefore  such  as  come  to  know  it,  and  be  acquainted 
^  it,  come  to  feel  greater  power  over  their  iniquities  than  all  oiiti* 
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ward  laws  or  rules  can  give  them.  Hence  the  apostle  oondades, 
Rom.  vi.  14,  <  Sin  shall  not  have  dominion  over  you;  for  ye  are  not 
under  the  law,  but  under  grace.  ^  This  grace,  then,  that  is  inward,  and 
not  an  outward  law,  is  to  be  the  rule  of  Christians.  Hereunto  the 
apostle  commends  the  elders  of  the  church,  saying.  Acts*  xx,  32, 
'<  And  now,  brethren,  I  commend  you  to  God,  and  to  the  word  of  his 
grace,  which  is  able  to  build  you  up,  and  to  give  you  an  inheritance 
among  all  those  that  are  sanctified.'  He  doth  not  commend  them 
here  to  outward  laws  or  writings;  but  to  the  word  of  grace^whichis 
inward,  even  the  spiritual  law,  which  makes  free ;  as  he  elsewhere 
affirms,  Rom.  viii.  2,  ^The  law  of  the  spirit  of  life  in  Christ  Jesos 
hath  made  me  free  from  the  law  of  sin  and  death.'  This  spiritual 
law  is  that,  which  the  apostle  declares  he  preached  and  directed  peo- 
ple unto;  which  was  not  outward,  as  Rom.  x.  8,  is  manifest,  where, 
distinguishing  it  from  the  law,  he  saith,  'The  word  is  nigh  thee,io 
thy  heart  and  in  thy  mouth,  and  this  is  the  word  of  faith,  which  We 
preach.'     From  what  is  above  said,  I  argue  thus: 

<<  The  principal  rule  of  Christians  under  the  gospel,  is  not  an  out- 
ward letter,  nor  law  outwardly  written  and  delivered,  but  an 
inward  spiritual  law  engraven   in  the  heart,  the  law  of  the 
spirit  of  life,  the  word  that  is  nigh  in  the  heart  and  in  the 
mouth.   But 
"  The  letter  of  the  Scripture  is  outward,  of  itself  a  dead  thing,  a 
mere  declaration  of  good  things,  but  not  the  things  themselves. 
*<  Therefore,  it  is  not,  nor  can  be  the  chief  or  principal  rule  of 
Christians."  ,. 

Also,  page  292:  ''And  because  the  spirit  of  Grod  is  the  fountain 
of  all  truth  and  sound  reason,  therefore  we  have  well  said,  that  it 
cannot  contradict  either  the  testimony  of  the  Scripture,  nor  right 
reason:  yet  (as  the  proposition  itself  concludeth,  to  whose  last  part 
I  now  come,)  it  will  not  from  thence  follow,  that  these  divine  reve- 
lations are  to  be  subjected  to  the  examination  either  of  the  outward 
testimony  of  Scripture,  or  of  the  human  or  natural  reason  of  man, 
as  to  a  more  noble  and  certain  rule  and  touchstone;  for  the  divine 
levelation  and  inward  illumination  is  that  which  is  evident  of  itself; 
forcing  the  well-disposed  understanding,  and  irresistibly  moving  it, 
to  assent  by  its  own  evidence  and  clearness,  even  as  the  common 
principles  of  natural  truths  do  bow  the  mind  to  a  natural  assent" 

Page  293:  "We  then  trust  to  and  confide  in  this  spirit,  because 
we  know  and  certainly  believe,  that  it  can  only  lead  us  aright,  and 
never  mislead  us:  and  from. this  certain  confidence  it  is  that  we  af- 
firm, that  no  revelation  coming  from  it,  can  ever  contradict  the  Scrip- 
ture's testimony,  nor  right  reason.  Not  as  making'  this  a  more  cer- 
tain rule  to  ourselves;  but  as  condescending  to  such^  who  not  dis- 
cerning the  revelations  of  the  spirit,  as  they  proceed  purely  from 
God,  unll  try  them,  by  these  mediums ;  yet  those  that  have  ike 
spiritual  senses^  and  can  savour  the  things  of  the  spirit,  as  it  were 
in  prima  instantia,  i.  e.  at  the  first  blush,  can  discern  them  with- 
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miy  or  btfare  they  apply  them  either  to  Scripture  or  recuon.  Just 
18  a  good  astronomer  caa  calculate  an  eclipse  infallibly,  by  which  he 
sao  coDdiuiey  (if  the  order  of  nature  continue,  and  some  strange  and 
iiDDatural  revolution  intervene  not,)  there  will  be  an  eclipse  of  the 
MO  or  moon  such  a  day  and  such  an  hour;  yet  can  he  not  persuade 
ao  ignorant  rustic  of  this,  until  he  visibly  see  it  So  also  a  mathemap 
tieian  can  infallibly  know  by  the  rules  of  art,  that  the  three  angles  of 
a  right  angled  triangle  are  equal  to  two  righ4  angles;  yea,  can  know 
them  more  certainly,  than  any  man  by  measure.  And  some  geo- 
metrical demonstrations  are  by  all  acknowledged  to  be  infallible; 
which  can  be  scarcely  discerned  or  proved  by  the  senses:  yet  if 
a  geometer  be  at  the  pains  to  certify  some  ignorant  man  concern* 
ing  the  certainty  of  this  art,  by  condescending  to  measure  it,  and 
nue  it  obvious  to  his  senses,  it  will  not  thence  follow,  that  that  mea- 
auJDg  is  so  certain,  as  the  demonstration  itself;  or  that  the  democ- 
skntion  would  be  uncertain  without  it.'' 

And  page  276:  **  This  knowledge  then  of  Christ,  which  is  not  by 
tke  revelation  of  his  own  spirit  in  the  heart,  is  no  more  properly  the 
knowledge  of  Christ  than  the  pratling  of  a  parrot,  which  has  been 
taught  a  lew  words,  may  be  said  to  be  the  voice  of  a  man.  For  as  that 
or  some  other  bird  may  be  taught  to  sound  and  utter  forth  a  rational 
KDtence,  as  it  bath  learned  it  by  the  outward  ear,  and  not  from  any 
liring  principle  of  reason  actuating  it ;  so,  just  such  is  that  knowledge 
if  the  things  of  Grod,  which  the  natural  and  carnal  man  hath  gathered 
from  the  words  or  writings  of  spiritual  men,  which  are  not  true  to 
him,  because  conceived  in  the  natural  spirit,  and  so  brought  forth  by 
Ike  wrong  organ,  and  not  proceeding  from  the  spiritual  principle ; 
■a  more  than  the  words  of  a  man  acquired  by  art,  and  brought 
Ml  by  the  mouth  of  a  bird,  not  proceeding  from  a  rational  prin- 
dpfe,  are  true  with  respect  to  the  bird,  that  utters  them.  Wherefore 
&om  this  Scripture  1  shall  further  add  this  argument : 

*  If  DO  man  can  say,  Jesus  is  the  Lord,  but  by  the  Holy  Ghost, 
then  no  man  can  know  Jesus  to  be  the  Lord,  but  by  the  Holy 
Ghost     But 

*<-The  first  is  true:  therefore  the  second." 

I  refer  the  gentlemen,  also,  to  page  633,  of  the  same  book:  "That 
the  books  of  the  old  and  new  testament  are  called  the  Scripture  by 
viy  of  eminency,  we  deny  not,  (although  the  name  is  given  at  times 
teother  writings,)  nor  doth  this  refute  G.  K.'s  translation  of  that  Scrip- 
ture, 2  Tim.  iii.  16,  which  is  confirmed  by  the  Syriac,  which  hath  it 
this;  *  Id  Scriptura  enim,  quae  per  spiritum  scripta  est,  utilitas  est  ad 
doelrinam,'  &c.,  i.  e.  <For  in  the  Scripture  which  is  written  by  the 
^Nri^  there  is  profit^  But  their  reason  from  the  conjunction  *  and,'  is 
both  foolish  and  blasphemous.  For  if  the  words  be  rendered  thus,<  all 
Scripture  given  by  inspiration  is  and  profitable,'  it  is  no  more  nonsense 
^  divers  other  places  in  the  Scripture,  where  the  conjunction  ^  and' 
KOQeth  to  be  rediundant    As  in  that  place,  Job  viii.  S5,  where  the 
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Greek  hath  it  thus,  <  rrjv  d^riv  6Vi  xj  XaXw  u  fi.rv/  i.  e.  *  The  beginning 
(or  from  the  beginning,)  the  same  which  and  (or  also)  I  speak  unto 
you.^  Now  if  the  conjunction  <  and'  render  not  this  place  nonsense, 
no  more  doth  it  render  that  in  Timothy.  But  the  students'  ignorance 
renders  them  rather  blasphemers,  and  their  arguments  blasphemoos 
against  the  words  of  Christ  Moreover  the  conjunction  Xj  may  sig- 
nify a  strong  affirmation,  (as  to  say,  even,  truly,  indeed,)  as  both  our 
English  translation  hath  it.  Job  viii.  25f  and  Schrevelius  in  his  Greek 
Lexicon  doth  render  it.  And  thus  the  words  have  good  sense,  'All 
Scripture  (or  writing,)  g^iveti  hy  inspiration^  is  even  (or  indeed) 
profitable.'  And  whereas  they  say,  *None  but  a  Quaker  or  jcsuil 
would  so  interpret  the  place,'  they  declare  their  malice  and  igno- 
rance. For  William  Tindall,  that  famous  protestant  martyr,  in  his 
translation  of  the  bible,  (for  which  the  papists  burnt  him,)  did  trani- 
late  it  as  G.  K.  doth;  whom  we  think  the  students  dare  not  accuse 
as  a  Jesuit.  That  he  was  a  Quaker,  in  so  far  as  he  held  divers  of  our 
principles  condemned  by  the  students,  we  shall  not  deny.  As  for 
us,  we  bless  the  Lord,  our  faith  stands  not  on  such  a  small  nicety  as 
the  want  of  an  <  is,'  or  the  redundancy  of  an  ^and  :'  let  them  look 
to  that  whose  faith  knoweth  no  other  foundation  but  the  letter. 
It  doth  nothing  hurt  our  faith,  nor  lessen  the  due  esteem  of  the  Scrip- 
ture to  us,  if  peradventurc  an  ^  is'  hath  been  lost,  or  an  ^  and'  hath 
crept  into  the  text  since  the  original  copies  were  lost.  This  we 
know,  and  can  prove,  that  the  Scripture  cannot  profit  any  man  to 
salvation  without  the  illumination  or  inspiration  of  the  spirit:  which 
is  both  eflfective  and  objective." 

And  in  pages  302  and  303,  which  shall  close  my  citations  on  the 
subject,  he  says:  <<  Lastly.  That  cannot  be  the  only,  principal,  nor 
chief  rule,  which  doth  not  universally  reach  every  individual  that 
needeth  it,  to  produce  the  necessary  effect;  and  from  the  use  of 
which,  (either  by  some  innocent  and  sinless  defect,  or  natural,  yet 
harmless  and  blameless  imperfection,)  many,  (who  are  within  the 
compass  of  the  visible  church,  and  may,  without  absurdity,  yea,  with 
great  probability  be  accounted  of  the  elect,)  are  necessarily  excluded, 
and  that  either  wholly,  or  at  least  from  the  immediate  use  thereof. 
But  it  so  falls  out  frequently  concerning  the  Scriptures  in  the  case  of 
deaf  people,  children,  and  idiots,  who  can  by  no  means  have  the  bene- 
fit of  the  Scriptures;  shall  we  then  affirm,  that  they  are  without  any 
rule  to  God-ward  ?  or  that  they  are  all  damned  }  As  such  an  opinion 
is  in  itself  very  absurd  and  inconsistent,  both  with  the  justice  and 
mercy  of  God;  so  I  know  no  sound  reason  can  be  alleged  for  it 
Now,  if  we  may  suppose  any  such  to  be  under  the  new  covenant 
dispensation,  (as  I  know  none  will  deny  but  that  we  may  suppose 
it  without  any  absurdity,)  we  cannot  suppose  them  without  some 
rule  and  means  of  knowledge,  seeing  it  is  expressly  affirmed,  <  They 
shall  all  be  taught  of  God,'  John  vi.  45.  ^  And  they  shall  all  knoir 
me  from  the  least  to  the  greatest,'  Heb.  viii.  11.     But^  secondly, 
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(liough  we  were  rid  of  this  difficulty,  how  many  illiterate,  and  yet 
good  men  are  there  in  the  church  of  God,  who  cannot  read  a  letter 
in  their  own  mother  tongue?  which  imperfection,  though  it  be  in- 
coDvenient,  I  cannot  tell  whether  we  may  safely  affirm  it  to  be  sin- 
ful These  can  have  no  immediate  knowledge  of  the  rule  of  their 
faith:  so  their  faith  must  needs  depend  upon  the  credit  of  other  men's 
reading  or  relating  it  unto  them;  where  either  the  altering,  adding,  or 
omitting  of  a  little  word  may  be  a  foundation  in  the  poor  hearer  of  a 
very  dangerous  mistake,  whereby  he  may  either  continue  in  an 
iniquity  ignorantly,  or  believe  a  lie  confidently.  As  for  example : 
the  papists  in  all  their  catechisms  and  public  exercises  of  examina- 
tioD,  towards  the  people,  have  boldly  cut  away  the  second  command, 
because  it  seems  so  expressly  to  hit  against  their  adoration  and  use  of 
images;  whereas  many  of  these  people,  in  whom,  by  this  omission, 
this  false  opinion  is  fostered,  are  under  a  simple  impossibility,  or  at 
least  a  very  gresit  difficulty  to  be  outwardly  inforified  of  this  abuse. 
But  farther;  suppose  all  could  read  the  Scriptures  in  their  own  Ian- 
fuage,  where  is  there  one  of  a  thousand,  that  hath  that  thorough 
knowledge  of  the  original  languages  in  which  they  were  written,  so 
asia  that  respect  immediately  to  receive  the  benefit  of  them?  Must 
not  all  these  here  depend  upon  the  honesty  and  faithfulness  of  the 
interpreters  ?  Which  how  uncertain  it  is  for  a  man  to  build  his  faith 
opooy  the  many  corrections,  amendments,  and  various  essays  which, 
eren  among  Protestants,  have  been  used,  (whereof  the  latter  hath 
constantly  blamed  and  corrected  the  former,  as  guilty  of  defects  aod 
errors,)  do  sufficiently  declare:  and  that  even  the  last  translations  in 
the  vulgar  languages  need  to  be  corrected,  (as  I  could  prove  at  large, 
were  it  proper  in  this  place,)  learned  men  do  confess.  But  last  of 
ill,  there  is  no  less  difficulty  occurs  even  to  those  skilled  in  the  ori- 
ginal languages,  who  cannot  so  immediately  receive  the  mind  of 
the  authors  in  these  writings,  as  that  their  faith  doth  not  at  least 
oUiquely  depend  upon  the  honesty  and  credit  of  the  transcribers, 
Ance  the  original  copies  are  granted  by  all  not  to  be  now  extant 

'<  Of  which  transcribers,  Jerome  in  his  time  complained,  saying, 
'that  they  wrote  not  what  they  found,  but  what  they  understood.' " 

^  And  the  many  various  lections  in  divers  copies  of  the  Greek,  and 
the  great  alterations  among  the  fathers  of  the  first  three  centuries, 
(who  had  greater  opportunity  to  be  better  informed  than  we  can  now 
lay  claim  to,)  concerning  the  books  to  be  admitted  or  rejected,  as 
above  is  observed;  I  say,  all  these,  and  much  more  which  might  be 
alleged,  puts  the  minds  even  of  the  learned  into  infinite  doubts,  scru- 
plesi  and  inextricable  difficulties.  Whence  we  may  very  safely 
eonelude,  that  Jesus  Christ,  who  promised  to  be  always  with  his 
ehildreoy  to  lead  them  into  all  truth,  to  guard  them  against  the  de- 
vices of  the  enemy,  and  to  establish  their  faith  upon  an  immoveable 
nek,  left  them  not  to  be  principally  ruled  by  that  which  was  subject 
ViiUe^f  to  many  uncertainties:  and,  therefore,  he  gave  them  his 
>pirity  as  their  principal  guide,  which  neitlier  moths  nor  time  can  weac 
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out,  nor  transcribers  nor  translators  corrupt;  which  none  are  so 
young,  none  so  illiterate,  none'  in  so  remote  a  place,  but  they  may 
come  to  be  reached  and  rightly  informed  by  it 

^  Through  and  by  the  clearness,  which  that  spirit  gives  us,  it  is, 
that  we  are  only  best  rid  of  those  difficulties,  that  occur  to  us  con- 
cerning the  Scriptures:  the  real  and  undoubted  experience  whereof 
I  myself  have  been  a  witness  of,  with  great  admiration  of  the  love  of 
God  to  his  children  in  these  latter  days.  For  I  have  known  some 
of  my  friends,  who  profess  the  same  faith  with  me,  faithful  servants 
of  the  most  high  God,  and  full  of  the  divine  knowledge  of  his 
truth,  as  it  was  immediately  and  inwardly  revealed  to  them  by 
the.  spirit  from  a  true  and  living  experience,  who  not  only  were 
ignorant  of  the  Greek  and  Hebrew,  but  even  some  of  them  could 
not  read  their  own  vulgar  language ;  who  being  pressed  by  their 
adversaries  with  some  citations  out  of  the  English  translation,  and 
finding  them  to  disagree  tmth  the  manifestation  of  truth  in  their 
own  hearts^  have  boldly  affirmed.  The  spirit  of  God  never  said  so; 
and  that  it  was  certainly  turong :  for  they  did  not  believe  that 
any  of  the  holy  prophets  or  apostles  had  ever  written  so.  Which, 
when  I  on  this  account  seriously  examined,  1  really  found  to  be 
errors  and  corruptions  of  the  translators;  who,  (as  in  most  transla- 
tions,) do  not  so  much  give  us  the  genuine  signification  of  the 
words,  as  strain  them  to  express  that  which  comes  nearest  with  that 
opinion  and  notion  they  have  of  truth.'' 

I  repeat,  then,  that  from  these  citations,  and  those  which  are  quoted 
or  cited  in  the  books  of  evidence,  it  is  clear  that  a  difference  of  opi- 
nion did  exist  among  ancient  Friends,  the  associates  of  P^ox,  whom 
the  Orthodox  style  the  founder  of  the  society,  in  respect  to  that  which 
is  now  put  forth  by  the  Orthodox  party,  as  the  true  standard  of  re* 
ligious  faith.  But  the  expression  of  those  opinions,  resulted  in  no 
schism  or  dispute  among  the  Friends  themselves.  William  Penn 
asserted  and  set  forth  his  peculiar  views  in  respect  to  the  trinity,  the 
atonement,  and  the  holy  Scriptures.  It  is  true  that  he  was  brought 
under  the  ban  of  temporal  tribunals,  and  that  he  was  subjected  to 
oppression  and  persecution ;  but  his  own  associates  never  dealt  with 
him  for  the  views  which  he  promulgated :  no  division  took  place 
among  them.  And  yet,  if  the  opinions  set  forth  by  Hendricksbn  in 
his  bill,  and  held  by  the  Orthodox  party,  are  indeed  the  fundamental 
doctrines  of  the  society,  how  has  it  existed  so  long  ?  It  is  impossible 
that  it  could  have  existed  undersuch  circumstances;  and  I  fairly  infer, 
from  the  absence  of  all  controversy  upon  the  subject,  that  these  doc- 
trines were  considered  among  the  non-essentials  by  the  society  of 
primitive  Friends.  They  had  no  creeds — they  abhorred  them  as  the 
instruments  of  priestcraft  and  tyranny;  they  had  what  Barclay  terms 
<<  fundamental  truths;"  and  these  were^  as  I  have  before  stated,  a 
belief  in  the  Christian  religion  as  contained  in  the  Scriptures,  and  in 
the  immediate  revelation  oC  the  Holy  Spirit,  or  the  light  within. 
The  religion^  the  faith,  and  the  hopes  of  the  aticient  Friends  toere 
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inward  er  spiritual.    Here  they  placed  the  stress,  the  Aim  and 
substance  of  the  whole  matter.     Here  they  reposed  all  their  confi-  • 
dence;  whilst  they  refused  to  acknowledge  the  interference  or  dic- 
tation of  man  in  matters  of  religion,  or  to  bend  the  neck  or  bend 
the  knee  to  images  of  iron  or  of  clay,  which  might  be  ordered  by 
man  for  their  worship.     And  I  beg  here  to  call  the  attention  of  the 
court  to  the  light  in  which  Barclay,  in  his  <^  Vindication  of  his  Anar- 
chy," and  in  explanation  of  his  views  of  church  government,  p.  241, 
considers  these  doctrinal  points.      He  says  they  were  not  the  in- 
ward bond  of  their  being  together,  but  only  an  outward  bond,  and 
^  not  at  all  to  be  valued  but  as  it  comes  from  the  inward.''     The  in- 
ward bond  is  the  life  of  righteousness;  and  when  any  one  by  denying 
those  truths,  doctrines,  and  principles,  to  wit,  the  outward  bond, 
manifestly  shows  that  he  hath  broken  the  inward  bond,  to  wit,  the 
life  of  righteousness,  first,  from  which  the  outward  bond  did  naturally 
spring,  he  then  becomes  liable  to  censure.     So  that  he  places  these 
questions  of  doctrines,  not  as  among  those  inward  bonds  which  were 
necessary  to  keep  the  society  together,  but  merely  among  the  out- 
ward bonds.     So  far  a  man  had  the  unrestrained  liberty  to  hold  and 
adopt  his  opinions,  free  from  interference  or  inculpation ;  and  unless 
he  avowed  principles  inconsistent  with  the  life  of  righteousness,  the 
true  bond  of  the  society,  the  very  avowal  of  which  manifested  that 
he  had  departed  from  the  inward  bond,  he  could  not  be  called  in 
question,  be  dealt  with  or  made  accountable.     William  Penn,  in  his 
pre&ce  to  Fox's  Journal,  p.  32,  expressly  lays  down  his  views  on 
this  point: "  Friends  distinguish  between  imposing  any  practice  which 
immediately  regards  faith  or  worship,  (which  is  never  to  be  done,  or 
8aflrered,or  submitted  unto,)  and  requiring  Christian  compliance  with 
those  methods  which  only  respect  church  business  in  its  more  civil 
part  and  concern,  and  that  regard  the  discreet  and  orderly  mainte- 
nance of  the  character  of  the  society,  as  a  sober  and  religious  com- 
munity.'' 

On  the  strength  of  these  authorities,  and  many  others  that  I  could 
refer  to,  I  believe  I  might  here  turn  the  tables  upon  the  Orthodox 
party,  and  say  that  they,  and  not  we,  have  departed  from  the  original 
faith  and  religious  doctrines  of  the  ancient  society  of  Friends.  The 
doctrines  and  faith -of  ancient  Friends,  of  Fox,  of  Penn,  Whitehead, 
and  others,  upon  the  subject  of  the  trinity,  the  atonement,  and  the 
Scriptures,  are  variant  from  those  now  held  and  avowed  in  the  creed 
of  the  Orthodox.  They  may,  if  they  choose,  with  all  their  sin  of 
unbelief,  approximate  to  the  standard  of  orthodoxy  of  other  Protes- 
tant trinitarian  sects;  but  every  remove  that  they  make  from  the  faith 
of  those  fathers  of  the  Quaker  church,  adds  another  fact  to  prove  that 
they  are  not  orthodox  Quakers.  If  I  rightly  understand,  they  have, 
in  their  exposition,  sunk  those  great  fundamental  principles  by  which 
the  society,  as  Barclay  expresses  it,  was  first  gathered  together.  I 
laean  the  divine  light  or  Christ  within,  and  Christian  love  and  cha- 
nty.   I  ask  the  court  to  look  to  the  extracts  prepared  by  Ttvomv^ 
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Evans,  and  they  will  find  that  these  principles  are  entirely  lost  sigh 
of,  and  that  nothing,  save  the  controversial  parts  of  Scripture,  hwri 
been  brought  forward.  And,  indeed,  in  that  very  form  of  faith  whicl 
they  require  us  to  adopt,  they  advance  the  proposition  that  the  lighi 
within,  although  in  itself  primary,  is  to  all  effective  purposes  a  mere 
secondary  influence.  I  beg  the  court  to  look  at  the  manner  in  whidi 
this  view  is  presented  in  the  creed  to  which  I  refer.  It  will  be  found 
in  page  31. 

What,  then,  is  to  become  of  Fox,  Penn,  Penington,  and  other  pri- 
mitive Friends  of  this  society?  for  I  have  shown  that  such  is  not  the 
view  they  held.  What  is  to  become  of  Robert  Barclay,  whom  the 
Orthodox  Friends  have  put  forth  as  one  of  their  standard  authorities? 
Williout  question,  the  memories  of  all  these  men  must,  on  such  rea- 
soning, be  branded  as  heterodoxical.  They  never  considered  these 
doctrines  as  fundamental,  and  the  proposition  that  they  are  so,  is  now 
for  the  first  time  advanced.  But  by  what  proof  is  it  supported  ?  Is 
the  ground  on  which  it  rests  unquestioned?  or  is  the  stream  of  its 
authority  from  age  to  age  unbroken?  No;  on  the  contrary,  if  I  can 
rightly  interpret  the  meaning  of  the  numerous  authorities  whom  I 
have  presented  before  the  court,  they  never  considered  it  to  be  so. 
I  admit  that  there  are  isolated  passages  by  which  such  a  view  might 
be  partially  sustained,  but  we  are  not  entitled  to  draw  our  deductions 
in  that  manner;  we  are  to  read  the  entire  exposition,  and  gather  our 
conclusions  accordingly.  I  therefore  submit,  that  both  as  regards  the 
doctrine  of  the  trinity,  the  atonement,  and  the  authority  of  the  Scrip- 
tures, the  Orthodox  Friends  are  not  orthodox  Quakers.  I  submit, 
that  I  have  clearly  shown  that  their  views  and  opinions  on  these  great 
subjects  of  Christian  doctrine,  differ  from  those  of  the  primitive 
Friends;  or  at  least,  if  I  have  fallen  short  in  showing  this,  I  have 
conclusively  demonstrated  that  there  was  no  uniformity  of  belief  on 
these  subjects  prescribed,  no  articles  of  faith  ordered  or  made,  but 
that  a  diversity  of  opinion  was  not  only  tolerated,  but  resulted  neces- 
sarily from  the  belief  of  the  light  within  as  the  fundamental  truth, 
and  a  life  of  righteousness  and  purity,  as  the  inward  bond  which 
binds  the  society  together.  When  the  Orthodox  resorted  to  the  or- 
dering or  making  a  creed,  tliey  trampled  the  established  principles 
and  fundamental  doctrines  and  faith  of  the  society  under  their  feet 
How  is  it  possible,  I  ask,  that  a  society  acknowledging  the  immediate 
objective  revelation  of  Christ  within,  operating  on  the  human  heart, 
as  sufficient  to  work  out  a  life  of  righteousness  and  purity,  and  which 
when  truly  <Met  into  the  heart,  atones,  mediates,  and  reinstates 
man"  in  purity  and  favour  with  his  God,  the  creator  and  ruler  of  the 
universe,  could  have  framed  a  creed  like  that  which  is  now  attempted 
to  be  foisted  upon  us? 

But  this  attempt  at  the  introduction  of  creeds  is  not  new.  An 
effort  of  this  nature,  which  shook  the  society  to  its  very  centre, 
and  which  carried  distraction  and  division  in  its  train,  was  made  in 
the  year  1692,  when  George  Keith  arose,  and  made  the  same  charges 
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agiinst  those  Friends  who  constituted  the  yearly  meeting  in  Phila- 
delphia, that  have  now  been  made  against  us.  He  insisted  that  they 
were  not  aound  in  their  belief,  that  there  had  been  a  subversion  of  the 
principles  of  Christianity,  in  respect  to  the  divinity  of  our  Saviour^ 
the  atonement,  and  the  authority  of  the  Scriptures.  In  short,  that 
the  yearly  meeting  of  Philadelphia  held  and  entertained  doctrines 
that  struck  at  the  foundation  and  main  pillars  of  the  Christian  sys- 
tem; and  that  they  ought  to  have  a  creed  prepared,  by  which  the  or- 
thodoxy and  soundness  of  their  faith  should  be  tested:  and  a  division 
in  the  society  took  place.  And  what  was  the  consequence  ?  The  so- 
ciety moved  on,  according  to  its  accustomed  principles  of  action  and 
settled  discipline.  Keith  was  dealt  with  and  disowned,  not  for  a 
departure  from  the  faith  of  the  society,  but  for  manifestly  making  it 
appear  by  his  departure  from  the  life  of  righteousness,  in  the  indul- 
gence of  a  contentious,  uncharitable  disposition,  and  thus  breaking 
the  inward  bond,  that  he  had  broken  the  outward  bond  of  the  society 
and  violated  their  discipli^ie.  Keith  and  his  friends  were  not  back- 
ward in  defending  themselves,  and  heaping  opprobrious  names  upon 
the  majority  of  the  society.  He  too,  scouted  the  idea  of  a  majority 
governing  in  such  cases,  and  insisted  that  it  was  unheard  of,  and  that 
the  question  ought  to  be  tested  and  settled  upon  other  principles. 
Still  he  was  expelled,  and  finding  that  the  majority  prevailed,  and 
were  steady  in  rejecting  the  creed  which  he  had  prepared  for  their 
acceptance,  he  became  a  member  of  the  Church  of  England,  and 
preached  as  one  of  their  ministers.  As  this  subject  has  been  spoken 
of  in  the  evidence,  I  refer  the  court  to  one  or  two  documents  on  the 
mbjbct.  I  hold  in  my  hand  a  book,  entitled,  "  Some  Reasons  and 
Causes  of  the  late  Separation  that  hath  come  to  pass  at  Philadelphia," 
&C.  These  reasons  and  causes  are  set  forth  at  length,  from  page  6, 
to  page  19,  from  which  it  appears,  that  the  question  of  doctrines 
raised  by  George  Keith,  and  the  charges  made  by  him  against  Friends, 
of  •< cloaking  heresies,"  and  "damnable  doctrines,"  lay  at  the  hot-i 
torn  of  the  whole  difficulty. 

Pages  6  and  7,  it  is  said,  "  The  false  reports  and  rumours  that  are 
already  spread  abroad  concerning  us  by  many,  laying  all  fault  upon 
OS  of  this  present  breach  and  division,  and  loading  not  only  us,  but 
the  truth  itself  with  many  false  and  bitter  aspersions,  reflections,  and 
calamnies,  will  be  cause  enough,  we  hope,  to  all  impartial  people  to 
whose  hands  this  shall  come,  to  be  a  just  apology  to  us  for  the  vindi- 
cation of  truth,  and  the  sincere  doctrine  of  Christy  that  is  greatly 
reviled  in  divers  great  and  weighty  particulars^  particularly  the 
doctrine  of  Christ's  being  in  heaven  in  the  true  nature  of  man,  and 
substance  of  the  seed  of  Abraham  and  David,  which  he  took  of  the 
Virgin,  according  to  which  he  is  called  the  seed  of  the  woman  that 
should  bruise  the  head  of  the  serpent^  and  which  was  promised  to 
man  immediately  after  the  fall,  and  the  faith  of  him  and  in  him,  as 
Mch,  its  being  necessary  to  our  perfect  justification  and  salvation. 
His  coming  again  and  appearing  without  us,  to  judge  \ii^  c!^\<^V  %\A 
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the  dead,  in  the  appointed  time  that  approacheth;  and  the  resur- 
rection of  the  dead,  and  day  of  judgment,  when  all  mankind  ahall 
stand  before  the  Son  of  man.  //  t;  dreadful  and  astonishing  to 
think  what  vomit  and  filth  some  of  late  have  cast  out  against  these 
precious  doctrines  and  testimonies  of  truth,  some  calling  them  popery^ 
some  Presbyterian,  and  Baptists'  principles,"  &c.  And  page  17,  '^a 
third  and  main  reason,'^  given  for  their  separation  from  the  body  of 
the  Friends,  is,  that  ^^  there  are  divers  of  them  guilty  of  most  gross 
and  unchristian  errors  against  the  fundam,tntal  doctrines  of  the 
Christian  faith,  who  are  public  preachers  among  them,  and  whose 
miBistFy  they  sit  under,  and  some  encourage  them,  others  tolerate 
and  suffer  them ;  and  that  others  even  of  their  preachers,  are  guilty 
of  other  gross  errors,"  &c  And  page  22,  they  say :  "  Our  godly 
zeal  moveth  us  to  a  holy  impatience,  that  we  cannot  longer  bear 
(some  of  us  having  borne  the  weight  of  these  things  for  many  months) 
such  gross  ignorance  and  unbelief,  and  gross  errors,  tending  to  the 
denying  the  Lord  that  bought  us^  and  making  void  his  death 
and'  sufferings,  without  bearing  witness  against  them  who  either 
hold  them  or  support  and  defend  them ;  and  we  are  convinced  and 
persuaded  in  our  consciences,  that  God  calleth  us  to  separate  from 
such  unbelieversy  and  not  to  be  yoked  together  in  church-fellowship 
and  discipline  with  any  that  we  have  not  proof  of  by  confession  of 
the  mouth,  that  tl^ey  ai*e  sound  in  faith,  touching  these  necessary  and 
fundamental  parts  qf  Christian  doctrine,'^  &c. 

This  is  a  document  published  under  the  names  and  signatures  of  a 
very  respectable  part  of  the  society  who  upheld  the  views  of  Keith, 
and  joined  him  in  the  separation — the  minority  from  the  majority. 
You.  will  also  find  three  judgments  which  were  given  forth  by 
Friends  against  Creorge  Keith  and  his  adherents,  and  which  are  ap- 
pended to  the  work.  I  read  them  because  they  appear  to  me  to  have 
ao  important  bearing  on  the  case.  The  first  judgment  is  found  in 
page  1,  and  is  as  follows:  '<  At  a  monthly  meeting  in  Philadelphia, 
the  26th  of  the  11th  mon.  1691,  Thomas  Fitzwater  charged  George 
K^ith  for  denying  the  sufficiency  of  the  light,  which  George  Keith 
denying,  T.  Fitzwater  insisted  that  he  could  prove  the  same,  and  being 
examined  concerning  his  proof  thereof,  several  Friends  present  stood 
up,  and  said  they  heard  the  said  George  Keith  say,  that  he  did  not 
believe  the  tight  was  sufficient  without  something  else^  namely, 
Thomas  Prichard,  William  Harwood,  Benjamin  Chambers,  William 
Southbe,  and  several  others.  And  after  the  matter  in  debate  had  been 
thoroughly  heard,  the  aforesaid  credible  evidences  giving  their  testi- 
monies as  abovesaid,  the  meeting  saw  no  reason  to  give  judgment 
against  Thomas  Fitzwater  in  this  particular  abovementioned;  but  the 
said  Thomas  very  readily  left  the  matter  to  this  meeting,  and  con- 
demned the  rash  spirit  Uiat  he  spoke  those  words  in,  although  the 
charge  itself  was  true.  This  is  a  copy  of  what  passed  at  a  monthly 
meeting  in  Philadelphia,  the  26th  of  3d  month,  1692." 

The  second  judginent  is  in  page  2 :  <^  We  being  prevented  in  our 
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neetina  of  late  to  proceed  orderly  in  business,  by  reason  of  a  turbu- 
lent and  unsubdued  spirit,  which  has  much  disquieted  us,  but  having 
respite  at  this  time,  have  considered  seriously  and  duly  of  a  charge 
exhibited  several  months  past  by  GreorgeKeith,against  William  Stock- 
dale,  many,  if  not  most  of  us  being  present  at  several  meetings^  where 
the  allegations  of  each  side  were  heard;  and  as  the  Friends  then 
present  concluded  on  a  judgment  in  this  matter,  but  were  prevented 
of  publishing  the  same,  by  reason  of  George  Keith's  unruly  beha- 
viour and  extreme  passion,  which  abruptly  broke  up  the  said  meeting, 
we  declare  our  concurrent  sense  as  followeth:  that  whereas  proof  was 
made  by  two  witnesses,  that  Wm.  Stockdale  sliould  say,  that  George 
Keith ^s  preaching  Christ  without,  and  Christ  within,  was  preaching 
two  Christs:  which  W.  Stockdale  denied  the  words  so  spoken,  and 
alleged  that  Georce  Keith  called  him  an  ignorant  heathen,  and  gave 
him  several  vililying  expressions,  our  judgment  is,  that  William 
Stockdale  isreproveable  and  blameworthy  for  uttering  the  said  words, 
(bey  being  an  offence  to  many  sound  and  tender  Friends,  and  that 
we  condemn  the  same.  And  as  for  G.  Keith's  manner  of  proceed- 
ing against  him,  we  cannot  own  the  same  to  be  pursuant  to  gospel 
order;  the  said  G.  Keith  having  not  alone  dealt  with  him  in  private, 
before  he  had  further  prosecuted  his  complaint;  neither  can  we  hold 
him  excusable  for  his  indecent  expressions  to  W.  Stockdale,  he  being 
elder  in  truth  and  in  years.  Given  forth  by  the  meeting  of  public 
Friends  at  Philadelphisi  the  4th  of  4th  month,  1692.  A  true  copy  by 
Samuel  Jdnnings."- 

Now  it  appears  that  George  Keith  had  advanced  certain  complaints 
against  William  Stockdale,  charging  him  with  being  guilty  of  detrac- 
tion, and  of  charging  George  Keith  with  preaching  the  doctrine  of 
Christ  within  and  Christ  without,  thereby  preaching  twp  Christs  in- 
stead of  one.  Stockdale  resolutely  denied  the  allegation,  and  retorted 
on  Keith  by  saying,  that  he  had  grossly  vilified  and  disparaged  him 
by  insulting  words,  and  that  Keith  had  not  dealt  with  him  in  gospel 
order,  and  according  to  the  discipline;  and  the  yearly  meeting  con- 
demned Keith,  because  he  had  not  first  dealt  with  Stockdale  in  the 
gospel  order,  and  merely  censured  Stockdale. 

The  third  judgment  is  found  in  pag^  3.  It  is  addressed  ^'  To  the 
several  monthly  and  quarterly  meetings  in  Pennsylvania,  east  and 
west  Jersey,  and  elsewhere  as  there  may  be  occasion. 

^  Beloved  Friends, — In  tender  love,  and  with  spirits  bowed  down 
before  the  Lord,  is  this  our  salutation  unto  you,  earnestly  desiring 
your  growth  and  daily  preservation  in  the  ancient  truth,  and  in  the 
simplicity  of  the  gospel  of  our  Lord  Jesus  Christ;  and  our  hope  and 
breathing  are,  that  no  insinuations  or  wiles  of  the  enemy  shall  pre- 
vail to  turn  you  aside  from  your  steadfastness,  or  to  cause  you  to 
esteem  liehtly  of  the  rock  and  way  of  God's  salvation  unto  you,  but 
that  you  be  kept  in  the  light  and  life,  which  was  and  is  the  just  man's 
path,  to  the  end  of  our  days,  Amen. 

^<  Now,  dear  friends,  it  is  with  sorrow  of  spirits  and  grief  of  souls^ 


iI»J»\ 


188 

Mu  V.  T-^rrVuntoyou  the  tedious  exercise  and  vexatious  perplexity 
'  -:     J    r    le-:  -viih  in  our  late  friend  George  Keith,  for  several  months 

a?..  ^^  n  r:ourningand  lamentation  do  we  say,  how  is  this  mighty 
•i'T  How  is  his  shield  vilely  cast  away,  as  though  he  had  not 
-.;  ::I  of  the  holy  ointment!  How  shall  it  be  told  in  Gath, 
.r.'.i  .1. ::  *^>.e-.i  in  the  streets  of  Askelon?  Will  not  the  daughters  of 
!!«  "r^t.  *:.~es  rejoice?  Will  not  the  daughters  of  the  uncircumcised 
t^iiirf;.i",  -vhen  they  hear  he  is  fallen  upon  the  soaring  mountains, 
;iiw  :•':  r.:  :he  high  places  of  Israel  ?  Oh !  how  are  we  distressed  for 
iiw»  ^^..  i<  a  man  slain  in  thy  high  places!  Whilst  thou  walked  in 
iU:  .vu.r.sf".  of  God,  and  wert  little  in  thine  own  eyes,  thy  bow  did 
nhwi:  r  ^renglh,  thy  sword  i-eturned  not  empty ;  from  the  fat  of  the 
^nnn.i,'*  Cu  God,  thy  bow  turned  not  back;  his  enemies  were  then 
'•li/  ]  r.v  ihee,  and  his  followers  honourable  in  thy  esteem.  Oh! 
h^%i  •.mt'v  wert  thou  in  that  day,  when  his  beauty  was  upon  thee,  and* 
fi'Jtnr  h\s  Vomeliness  covered  thee  I  Why  should  his  ornaments  exalt 
fKi»/v.  which  were  given  to  humble  thee  before  him  !  And  how  thou 
n-:  hiDftn  from  thy  first  love,  and  art  become  treacherous  to  the 
sfwiinv  of  thy  youth  !  Consider  where  thou  art  fallen,  and  repent,  and 
tk  ;yv  f.rsJ  works. 

'•  %ii  «>  it  hath  happened,  friends,  lest  any  flesh  should  glory,  but 
)v^v>mr  silent  before  the  Lord,  that  this  once  eminent  man,  and  instru- 
m.-»rj  ♦m"  irnown  in  the  hand  of  the  Lord,  whilst  he  kept  his  first 
Kt»h;as  ii-^j^  And  knew  the  government  of  truth  over  his  own  spirit,  and 
*•■  .vwa'i  tho  same  to  be  a  bridle  to  his  tongue,  was  then  ferviceablc 
MrV    '  ^vrn  antl  speech  to  the  churches  of  Christ ;  but  now,  and  of 
Sit..    .   X  :*M  obvious  and  apparent,  that  being  degenerated  froin  the 
;«  ■//.  lA-vt.  \u\d  peaceable  spirit  of  Christ  Jesus,  and  grown  cool 
••    •; .      V  i'.^uf  tore  towards  his  brethren j  that  he  is  gone  into  a 
V,  '.'    ;    <*irkit}i%  wrath,  self-exaltation^  conteiition^  and  jang- 
♦  %^»     .i.ul  JH  a  pei'son  witliout  the  fear  of  God  before  his  eyes,  and 
».•  :;xs.    •«.\'i."\/  to  his  Christian  brethren,  and  letting  loose  the 
w  V*   ♦=  ."«  y.\t'irttvagant  tongue,  he  hath  broken  out  into  many  tin- 
,*.„  V  si-Kix'ws^  rxdling  accusations,  and  passionate  th7*eatenings 
A'.v  *.*.N  AKxws  of  his  brethren  and  elders,  arid  that  upon  slender  occa- 
>,x^..x.  .*:ui  \\hoa  some  in  Christian  duty  have  laid  before  him  his 
...v**\v;*  \\ordji,  and  unchristian  frame,  he  hath  treated  them  with 
V  ,.^  ^  \-  wvMiLs  and  abusive  language,  such  as  a  person  of  common 
^,\     .\  would  loathe.     It  hath  been  too  frequent  with  him,  and  that 
;:  X     «..>fv;t  ot  heat  and  passion,  to  call  some  of  his  brethren  in  the 
u.;   vv.  * »  .uul  oilier  elders,  and  that  upon  small  provocation,  if  any, 
svw>*    *;.toouii   heathens,  infidels,  silly  souls,  liars,  heretics,  rottaUk 
^^^sx   VlLi^aMonian.s  and  other  najpi^of  that  infamous  8tiiiii||| 
x"v\>*,  ,0  vMi  i^riot;  foaming  out  hiir^T^MBe.     And  furthei^JIH 
^w^x  wsi  co\/bc'iuft  cruel  against^^^   l(|l  contenting  hi^  V 
^^  VA  vu^iUK-SBi  j^ainst  persons,  P^fc      ^ed  in  bitteni%^   .0 
>j4H  li  v^hjOui^  our  lucclinR  with  be  w  to  cloak  I 

%iw^*Jl>NA.4iii  H)UAiiig openly  s  there  wen 
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doctrines  of  devils,  and  damnable  heresies  among  the  Quakers,  than 
among  any  profession  among  the  protestants.  He  hath  long  objected 
against  our  discipline,  even  soon  after  his  coming  among  us;  and 
having  prepared  a  draught  of  his  own,  and  the  same  not  finding  the 
expected  reception,  he  seemed  disgusted  since.  He  hath  often  quar- 
relled with  us  about  confessions^  declaring,  that  he  knew  none 
given  forth  by  the  body  of  Friends  to  his  satisfaction;  and  oAen 
charged  most  of  us  of  being  unsound  in  the  faith.  We  have 
offered  in  several  meetings,  for  his  satisfaction,  and  to  prevent  strife 
among  us,  and  for  preserving  the  peace  of  the  church,  to  deliver  a 
confession  of  our  Christian  faith,  «Vj  the  words  of  our  Lord  and 
Saviour  Jesus  Christy  the  author  of  the  Christian  faith,  and  in  the 
wards  of  the  apostles  and  discipies,  his  faithful  followers;  or  we 
would  declare  our  belief  in  testimonies  of  our  ancient  friends  and 
faithful  brethren,  who  were  generally  received  by  us ;  or  we  would 
concur  and  agree  upon  a  confession,  and  have  it  transmitted  to  the 
approbation  of  the  yearly  meeting  here,  or  the  yearly  meeting  at  Lon- 
don; yea,  it  was  offered  unto  him  at  the  same  time  that  a  confession 
concerning  the  main  matter  in  controversy  should  be  given  out  of  a 
book  of  his  own,  but  all  was  slighted  as  insufficient.  The  Lord 
knows  the  trouble  we  have  had  with  this  unruly  member,  and  the 
openness  of  our  hearts  and  well  wishes  toward  him,  notwithstanding 
his  rage  and  violence  against  us,  and  of  the  endeavours  of  many  in 
this  place  to  have  gained  upon  him  by  a  friendly  converse,  and  by 
other  means  not  inconsiderable  to  a  brotherly  freedom;  but  our  la- 
bour hitherto  seems  to  be  as  water  spilt  upon  the  ground.  And  this 
meeting  having  tenderly  and  orderly  dealt  with  him  for  his  abusive 
language,  and  disorderly  behaviour,  he  hath  not  only  slighted  all 
applications  of  gaining  him  to  a  sense  of  his  ill  treatments  and  mis- 
carriages, but  in  an  insulting  manner  said  to  the  Friends  appointed 
by  the  meeting  to  admonish  him,  that  he  trampled  the  judgment  of 
the  meeting  under  his  feet  as  dirt;  and  hath  of  late  set  up  a  separate 
meeting  here,  where  he  hath,  like  an  open  opposer,  not  only  reviled 
several  Friends,  by  exposing  their  religious  reputations  in  mixed  au* 
ditories  of  some  hundreds,  endeavouring  to  render  them  and  Friends 
here,  by  the  press  and  otherways,  a  scorn  to  the  profane,  and  the 
song  of  the  drunkards,  but  he  hath  traduced  and  mlified  our  worthy 
travelling  Friends  J.  D.  and  T.  W.  in  \\ie\T powerful  and  savoury 
ministry f  whose  service  is,  not  only  here,  but  in  most  meetings  in 
EogJand,  Scotland,  and  Ireland,  well  known  to  have  a  seal  in  the 
l^^rtt  qf  many  thousands  of  the  Israel  of  God,  He  hath  also 
weeks,  app>eared  in  opposition  as  it  were  to  the  body  of 
itting  on  his  hat  when  our  well-received  and  recom- 
^^^  'd  J.  Dickinson  was  at  prayer,  and  that  in  a  meeting  of 
^^r  \  Friends  and  others,  and  so  going  out  of  the  meeting 
r  *  ^iet  thereof,  and  to  the  drawing  some  scores  into  the 
\^ith  him,  by  his  ill  example.  And  he  thus  per- 
Wted  oppotttioni,  hard  speeches,  and  coalvv\\i.^^ 
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that  we  signify  unto  yon  the  tedious  exercise  and  vexatious  perpk 
we  have  met  with  in  our  late  friend  jGeorge  Keith,  for  several  mc 
past  With  mourning  and  lamentation  do  we  say,  how  is  this  mi 
man  fallen!  How  is  his  shield  vilely  cast  away,  as  though  he  hac 
known  the  oil  of  the  holy  ointment!  How  shall  it  be  told  in  ( 
and  published  in  the  streets  of  Askelon  ?  Will  not  the  daughte 
the  Philistines  rejoice?  Will  not  the  daughters  of  the  uncircumi 
triumph,  when  they  hear  he  is  fallen  upon  the  ^oaring  mount 
and  from  the  high  places  of  Israel  ?  Oh!  how  are  we  distressec 
thee,  thou  as  a  man  slain  in  thy  high  places!  Whilst  thou  walk( 
the  counsel  of  Grod,  and  wert  little  in  thine  own  eyes,  thy  bo^ 
abide  in  strength,  thy  sword  returned  not  empty ;  from  the  fat  o 
enemies  of  God,  thy  bow  turned  not  back;  his  enemies  were 
vile  unto  thee,  and  his  followers  honourable  in  thy  esteem, 
how  lovely  wert  thou  in  that  day,  when  his  beauty  was  upon  thee 
when  his  comeliness  covered  thee  !  Why  should  his  ornaments  < 
thee,  which  were  given  to  humble  thee  before  him  !  And  how 
art  &llen  from  thy  first  love,  and  art  become  treacherous  to 
spouse  of  thy  youth !  Consider  where  thou  art  fallen,  and  repent 
do  thy  first  works. 

**  ]Jut  so  it  hath  happened,  friends,  lest  any  flesh  should  glory 
become  silent  before  the  Lord,  that  this  once  eminent  man,  and  in 
ment  of  renowii  in  the  hand  of  the  Lord,  whilst  he  kept  his 
habits^on,  and  knew  the  government  of  truth  over  his  own  spirit 
witnessed  the  same  to  be  a  bridle  to  his  tongue,  was  then  fervici 
both  in  pen  and  speech  to  the  churches  of  Christ ;  but  now,  ai 
late,  it  is  too  obvious  and  apparent,  that  being  degenerated /ron 
lawh/y  meekf  and  peaceable  spirit  of  Christ  Jesus,  and  grown 
in  charity  and  love  towards  his  brethren^  that  he  is  gone  if 
spirit  qf  enmity f  wrathy  self-exaltatum^  contetition,  and  J 
lings;  and  as  a  person- without  the  fear  of  God  before  his  eyes 
without  regard  to  his  Christian  brethren^  and  letting  loost 
reins  to  an  extravagant  tongue^  he  hath  broken  out  into  many 
godly  speechesy  railing  accusations^  and  passionate  threaten 
towards  many  of  his  brethren  and  elders,  and  that  upon  slender  < 
sions;  and  when  some  in  Christian  duty  have  laid  before  bin 
unsavoury  words,  and  unchristian  frame,  he  hath  treated  them 
such  vile  words  and  abusive  language,  such  as  a  person  of  com 
civility  would  loathe.  It  hath  been  too  fi'equent  with  him,  and 
in  a  transport  of  heat  and  passion,  to  call  some  of  his  brethren  ii 
ministry,  and  other  elders,  and  that  upon  small  provocation,  if 
fools,  ignorant  heathens,  infidels,  silly  souls,  liars,  heretics,  n 
ranters,  Muggletonians,  and  other  names  of  that  infamous  si 
thereby,  to  our  grief,  foaming  out  his  own  shame.  And  furthei 
anger  and  envy  being  cruel  against  us,  and  not  contenting  hii 
with  his  harshness  against  persons,  but  he  proceeded  in  bitterne 
spirit  to  charge  our  meeting  with  being  come  together  to  cloak  he 
and  deceit,  and  publishing  openly  several  times,  that  there  were  i 
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doctrines  of  deviby  and  damnable  heresies  among  the  Quakers,  than 
amoDg  any  profession  among  theprotestants.  He  hath  long  objected 
against  our  discipline,  even  soon  after  his  coming  among  us;  and 
haying  prepared  a  draught  of  his  own,  and  the  same  not  finding  the 
expected  reception,  he  seemed  disgusted  since.  He  hath  often  quar- 
relled with  us  about  cor^fessions^  declaring,  that  he  knew  none 
giyen  forth  by  the  body  of  Friends  to  his  satisfaction;  and  often 
charged  most  of  us  qf  being  unsound  in  the  faith.  We  have 
offer^  in  several  meetings,  for  his  satisfaction,  and  to  prevent  strife 
among  us,  and  for  preserving  the  peace  of  the  church,  to  deliver  a 
confession  of  our  Christian  faith,  in  the  words  of  our  Lord  and 
Saviour  Jesus  Christy  the  author  of  the  Christian  faith,  and  in  the 
worth  of  the  apostles  and  disciplesy  his  faithful  followers;  or  we 
would  declare  our  belief  in  testimonies  of  our  ancient  friends  and 
faithful  brethren,  who  were  generally  received  by  us;  or  we  would 
concur  and  agree  upon  a  confession,  and  have  it  transmitted  to  the 
approbation  of  the  yearly  meeting  here,  or  the  yearly  meeting  at  Lon- 
don; yea,  it  was  offered  unto  him  at  the  same  time  that  a  confession 
concerning  the  main  matter  in  controversy  should  be  given  out  of  a 
book  of  his  own,  but  all  was  slighted  as  insufficient.  The  Lord 
knows  the  trouble  we  have  had  with  this  unruly  member,  and  the 
openness  of  our  hearts  and  well  wishes  toward  him,  notwithstanding 
his  rage  and  violence  against  us,  and  of  the  endeavours  of  many  in 
this  place  to  have  gained  upon  him  by  a  friendly  converse,  and  by 
other  means  not  inconsiderable  to  a  brotherly  freedom;  but  our  la- 
bour hitherto  seems  to  be  as  water  spilt  upon  the  ground.  And  this 
meeting  having  tenderly  and  orderly  dealt  with  him  for  his  abusive 
hnguage,  and  disorderly  behaviour,  he  hath  not  only  slighted  all 
applications  of  gaining  him  to  a  sense  of  his  ill  treatments  and  mis- 
carriages, but  in  an  insulting  manner  said  to  the  Friends  appointed 
by  the  meeting  to  admonish  him,  that  he  trampled  the  judgment  of 
the  meeting  under  his  feet  as  dirt;  and  hath  of  late  set  up  a  separate 
meeting  here,  where  he  hath,  like  an  open  opposer,  not  only  reviled 
several  Friends,  by  exposing  their /eligious  reputations  in  mixed  au« 
ditories  of  some  hundreds,  endeavouring  to  render  them  and  Friends 
here,  by  the  press  and  otherways,  a  scorn  to  the  profane,  and  the 
song  of  the  drunkards,  but  he  hath  traduced  aiid  mlijied  our  worthy 
travelling  Friends  J.  D.  and  T.  W.  in  Xhtir  potoerful  and  savoury 
fninistryj  whose  service  is,  not  only  here,  but  in  most  meetings  in 
England,  Scotland,  and  Ireland,  well  known  to  have  a  seal  in  the 
hearts  of  many  thousands  of  the  Israel  of  God,  He  hath  also 
within  a  few  weeks,  appeared  in  opposition  as  it  were  to  the  body  of 
Friends  by  putting  on  his  hat  when  our  well-received  and  recom- 
mended Friend  J.  Dickinson  was  at  prayer,  and  that  in  a  meeting  of 
near  a  thousand  Friends  and  others,  and  so  going  out  of  the  meeting 
to  the  great  disquiet  thereof,  and  to  the  drawing  some  scores  into  the 
same  opposition  with  him,  by  his  ill  example.  And  he  thus  per- 
^ng  in  hiB  repeated  oppositions,  hard  speeches,  and  coaticvw^d 


fleptrttioDi  and  labouring  liko  an  unwearied  adyei:pary5  to  wide 
iupeach  mfde  by  him,  and  so  abusing  some  of  the  neighbouring  : 
ings,  by  being  as  yet  under  that  cover  of  being  owned  by  u 
are  hereby  brought  under  a  religious  constraint^and  to  prevent 
meetings  of  being  further  injured  by  him,  to  give  forth  this 
fnony,  strained  as  it  were  from  us  by  his  many  and  violent  p 
cations,  viz.  that  we  cannot  own  him  in  such  ungodly  speeches 
dUorderly  behaviour^  or  in  his  separate  meetings,  and  that  w* 
own  the  same,  as  proceeding  from  a  wrong  spirit,  which  bringi 
disorder  inwardly,  and  leads  into  distraction  and  confusion  outwj 
And  until  he  condemn  and  decline  the  same,  we  cannot  receive 
in  his  public  ministry,  and  would  have  him  cease  to  offer  his  gi 
such,  amonc  us,  or  elsewhere  among  Friends,  till  he  be  reconcil 
his  offended  brethren.  And  as  to  those  few  of  our  brethren  i 
gift  of  the  ministry,  who  are  gone  out  with  G.  Keith,  into  his  u 
ritaUe  and 'dividing  spirit,  the  miserable  effects  whereof,  many 
have  sufficiently  known  in  old  England,  and  other  parts,  our 
ment  is,  that  whilst  they  continue  such,  they  become  unqualifii 
the  work  of  the  gospel,  as  degenerating  thereby  from  the  gui< 
of  Grod's  blessed  and  peaceable  spirit  in  their  hearts,  (from  wl 
proceeds  the  effectual  New  Testament  ministry,)  and  being  ti 
from  the  peaceable  fruits  thereof,  are  gone  to  uncharity  and 
tenUon.  And  now,  all  you  who  have  walked  in  fellowshii 
communion  with  us,  and  are  drawn  aside  through  inconsiderate 
otherwise,  into  this  spirit  of  separation  and  prejudice  agains 
meetings,  orderly  established,  and  wherein  we  have  been  often 
mutually  refreshed  together,  we  cannot  but  in  the  fear  of  God 
in  love  to  your  souls,  admonish  you  also  of  the  insecurity  of 
present  estate,  and  that  therein  we  cannot  have  unity  with  you 
unless  you  return  from  under  that  spirit,  dryness  and  barrenness 
the  Lord  will  be  your  reward.  And  so,  dear  friends,  we  exhor 
all  to  behave  yourselves  in  the  spirit  of  meekness,  and  peaceable  1 
upon  all  occasions,  but  more  especially  upon  any  discourse  or 
ference  with  any  of  them  who  are^discontented  among  you,  or  at 
aside  from  you;  and  avoid  all  heats  and  contentions  in  matti 
faith  and  worship  ;  and  let  not  the  salt  of  the  covenant  be  wai 
in  your  words  and  actions,  for  thereby  the  savour  of  your  conv 
tion  will  reach  tlie  witness  of  God  in  them.  The  g;race  of  our , 
Jesus  Christ  be  with  you  all,  Amen. 

<<  Given  forth  by  the  tneeting  of  public  Friends  in  Philadel 
the  20th  of  the  4th  month,  1692.'' 

And  let  the  court  mark  the  guarded  language  here  made  ui 
These  judgments  are  signed  by  many  Friends. 

George  Keith,  and  Thomas  Budd,  one  of  his  adherents,  put  fo 
*^  Plea  of  the  Innocent,''  against  what  they  termed  this  «  false  j 
ment"     I  refer  to  it  merely  to  show  the  grounds  of  the  expul 

In  page  10,  it  is  said:  '^And  notwithstanding  their  accusa 
against  George  Keith,  as  if  he  were  not  in  unity  witli  the  truth. 
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Uthfid  FrieAdfl^  O.  K.  hath  many  hondreds  to  liear  him  witMM, 
tint  be  is  in  unity  with  truth  and  faithful  Friends,  not  only  in  M 
Eni^aiidy  but  in  all  piaoes  where  they  are ;  and  they  hare  heard  blm 
ipoo  all  ooeasions  earnestly  to  declare  his  being  in  unity  with  all 
Uthfiil  Friends  everywhere,  and  that  he  d6th  believe  that  there  are 
many  that  are  faithful,  and  have  had  the  true  Christian  faith  from  the 
begioDinc,  and  that  they  still  continue  in  it,  and  that  the  faith  and 
ioetrine  he  doth  preach  is  the  same  that  ancientFriends  had  from  the 
beginning,  and  which  all  sound  and  faithful  Friends  at  present  havOk 
And  as  for  his  giving  hard  names  and  words  to  any,  it  was  but  con* 
didonal,  upon  supposition  of  their  holding  such  errors^  which  they 
did  seem  to  fiivour  and  argue  for,  except  to  two  or  three,  to  whom 
he  was  more  positive,  because  of  their  boldly  asserting  these  errors^ 
lome  of  which  are  now  boldly  and  openly  asserted  by  them  gene* 
laHy.^' 

And  in  page  11,  **  Whereas  they  say,  <  that  6.  K.  charged  their 
neetiDg  with  being  come  io  cloitk  heresies  and  deceit^  and  that 
there  were  more  doctrines  qfdetnisy  and  damnable  heresies  among 
the  Quakers,  than  among  any  professions  of  the  proteslants.'  In  this 
thay  are  very  un&ir;  and  give  a  false  relation,  as  can  be  proved  by 
credible  witnesses:  he  did  not  charge  the  whole  meeting,  but  a  party 
or  ftetion  of  them,  that  swayed  and  influenced  others;  for  there  were 
dirers  of  that  meeting  that  stood  for  G.  K.  at  that  time,  which  was 
the, meeting  held  at  Burlington  last;  though  J.  Delavall  and  W. 
Byksare  now  declined.  And  O.  E.  did  say,  <  that  no  such  damna^ 
bk  heresies  and  doctrines  qf  devils  were  tolerated  in  any  pro^ 
iettani  soeietff,  as  these  hare  did  among  them  .*'  but  he  never 
charged  the  body  of  Friends  with  these  things,  but  always  made 
adimnetion.  And  G.  £•  might  well  say  so  oonoeming  them  that 
hare  oiqx)sed  him  here,  who  have  exceedingly  laboured  to  cloak 
that  damnable  heresy  of  W.  S. ,  <  that  to  preach  &ith  in  Christ  within 
aid  without,  is  to  preach  two  Christs.'  And  with  the  like  industry 
hare  they  laboured  to  cover  T.  F.,  whom  they  heard  utter  blasphemy 
m  his  prayer,  and  never  brought  him  to  conviction  for  it  And  though 
T.  Budd,  at  the  last  meeting4>f  ministering  Friends  at  Burlington, 
iharged  him  with  saying,  <  that  he  owned  no  man  Christ  Jesus  as 
Mdiator  in  heaven  without  him,  but  the  grace  of  God  within  him,^ 
J9i  they  gave  him  no  check  for  it  And  at  the  last  yearly  meeting, 
ui  the  presence  of  divers  Friends,  he  argued  against  G.  K.  <  that 
Christ  was  only  a  spirit  in  heaven,  and  had  nothing  of  the  body  of 
man  in  heaven.*  This  is  he  also  who  said  to  G.  K.  at  another  meetr 
iog,  <  he  had  not  learned  that  lesson,  whether  it  was  the  Godhead  or 
iomewhat  else  that  Christ  took  of  the  virgin,  that  was  nailed  to  the 
cnMi'  And  at  a  late  monthly  meeting,  that  party  hath  cleared  the 
aud  T.  F.,  and  told,  *  that  the  light  is  sufficient  without  anything 
€lse^*  eareltiding  the  man  Christ  Jesus,  and  his  obedience,  death,  re- 
anraetion,  asoension,  and  mediation  for  us  in  heaven;  all  which  are 
lomething  else  than  the  light:  and  G.  K.  might  well  say,  no  qcq- 
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testant  society  would  tolerate  these  damnable  heresies,  nor  inde 
would  the  church  of  Rome,'  '^  &c. 

Again  in  pages  15,  16:  <  Their  blaming  G.  K.  for  his  earnest  < 
siring  that  they  and  we  might  agree  to  draw  up  some  principles  a 
doctrines  of  faith  in  the  thost  necessary  things,  to  qualify  our  chui 
members,  and  distinguish  believers  from  unbelievers,  has  no  j 
ground,  but  is  rather  worthy  of  commendation ;  for  hundreds 
the  necessity  of  such  a  thing  among  us,  especially  hereaway.  A 
for  his  saying,  that  he  knew  none  given  forth  by  the  body  of  Frien 
it  is  true  he  hath  so  said,  and  if  they  know  any  entire  confession 
declaration  of  faith  in  all  necessary  things,  and  sufficient  to  end 
present  differences,  let  them  produce  it.  We  know  that  particu 
accounts  of  principles  and  doctrines  have  been  given  forth  by  div 
particular  Friends,  as  G.  F.,  G.  W.,  E.  B.,  J.  C.,  and  divers  othi 
but  not  by  the  body  of  Friends,  or  any  yearly  meeting,  so  far  as 
know,  except  the  Rhode  Island  sheet,  which  they  do  so  much 
pose.  For  their  offering  to  gi\ie  a  confession  in  Scripture  woi 
when  they  have  given  us  to  know,  they  have  a  sense  contrary 
Scripture,  no  more  can  satisfy  us,  than  when  Papists,  Socinia 
Muggletonians,  &c.  say  they  will  give  us  a  confession  of  their  fa 
in  Scripture  words." 

Here,  then,  you  have  the  grounds  of  the  controversy  which  ar 
in  Philadelphia,  in  1692. 

This  dispute,  then,  manifestly  arose  on  the  subject  of  doctri 
alone.  George  Keith  undertook  to  charge  the  ministers  and  Frie; 
of  the  society  at  Philadelphia,  with  preaching  what  he  charita 
termed  '^  damnable  heresies,'^  and  when  he  required  that  they  sho 
be  brought  to  an  ordeal  of  faith,  harmonizing  with  that  of  other  p 
testant  sects,  he  was  expelled.  And  how  ?  He  was  not  alone  in 
turbulence;  at  least  sixty  Friends  of  that  meeting  went  with  h 
but  this  was  a  minority.  The  majority  of  the  Friends  decided  agai 
him,  and  his  expulsion  was  the  consequence. 

Keith  carried  this  controversy  to  the  yearly  meeting  at  Lond 
not  because  there  was  any  connection  between  the  two  meetings, 
because  he  had  a  right  there  to  seek  redress  for  real  or  supposed 
juries  by  way  of  appeal ;  but  because  he  hoped  to  find  someth 
tliere  which  might  corroborate  the  views  he  himself  had  taken, 
appears  that  some  Friends,  amongst  whom  was  Samuel  Jennii 
were  at  that  period  in  London,  not  as  delegates,  but  merely  accid 
tally  and  upon  their  own  business.     The  decision  of  the  yearly  m< 
ing  here  was  not  confirmed  by  the  yearly  meeting  at  London, 
was  approved  of.     These  facts  are  to  be  found  in  Proud's  Histc 
paee  368. 

Thus  the  meeting  at  London  did  not  interfere  as  a  supervising 
authoritative  body,  which  had  a  right  to  settle  disputes  of  this 
acriptioo  by  way  of  appeal ;  they  did  not  undertake  to  affirm  or 
verse  the  judgment  which  had  been  given;  but  Keith  having  I 
voluntarily  submitted  himself  to  their  tribunal,  they  simply  signii 
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their  approval  of  the  decision,  at  the  same  time  giving  their  views  of 
the  conduct  of  Keith,  as  contained  in  the  proceedings.  And  Keith 
coDtiniied  to  pursue  the  same  course  of  conduct  in  England,  which 
had  previously  rendered  him  obnoxious  here.  Brownlee  gives  his 
view  of  this  in  his  <<  Historical  Dissertation  on  the  Nature  and  Ten 
dency  of  the  Religious  Disputes  of  Friends/'  pages  116,  117.  222. 

It  is  said  in  the  testimony,  that  these  controversies  in  England 
give  rise  to  the  promulgation  of  a  creed  by  the  society  of  Friends  in 
that  country.  It  deserves  to  be  specially  remarked,  however,  that 
what  has  been  so  termed,  tiras  the  work  of  individuals,  on  their  own 
reqx>ii«bility,  and  not  of  the  society.  But  had  it  been  such,  the 
lociety'  of  Friends  here,  acting  in  the  capacity  of  a  yearly  meeting, 
was  frae  and  independent;  they  never  acknowledged  the  right  of  the 
yearly  meeting  in  England  to  dictate  to  them,  or  prescribe  rules  for 
their  government.  But  it  is  very  extraordinary  that  the  society  of 
Friends  in  this  country,  the  very  spot  on  which  Keith  had  made  his 
charges,  never  published  or  gave  out  anything  in  the  shape  of  an  ex- 
position, creed,  or  articles  of  faith.  What  can  be  more  conclusive 
than  this?  But  there  is  another  fact,  and  as  I  apprehend  a  very  con- 
dosive  fact,  to  show  that  the  yearly  meeting  of  Philadelphia  never 
advanced  any  creed  before  this  present  division  took  place.  In  the 
year  1315,  Jesse  Kersey  published  a  book,  entitled,  <' A  Treatise  on 
Fondamental  Doctrines  of  the  Christian  Religion,  in  which  are  illus- 
tiated  the  Profession,  Ministry,  Worship,  and  Faith  of  the  Society 
ef  Friends.*'  I  read  from  pages  3  to  6 :  '^  The  society  of  Friends, 
who  were  in  derision  called  Quakers,  because  they  exhorted  their 
persecutors  to  fear  and  tremble  at  the  word  of  God,  appeared  in  the 
aeventeenth  century.  At  that  time,  there  were  many  in  England 
who  were  not  satisfied  with  the  opinions  and  forms  of  worship  which 
were  held  by  the  different  religious  societies  then  existing.  It  ap- 
peared to  them  that  the  life  and  spirit  of  Christianity  were  much 
wanting,  and  that  many  formal  obligations,  which  were  connected 
with  the  various  systems  of  worship,  were  introduced  and  stood  in 
the  place  of  the  substance.  Hence  they  may  be  considered  a^  waiting 
and  looking  for  some  further  and  more  confident  ground  of  faith, 
than  they  conceived  was  to  be  met  with  among  the  associated  pro- 
feiscnv  of  Christianity.  Greorge  Fox  was  one  of  this  description:' 
aod  being  earlv  in  life  awakened  to.see  the  sinful  state  of  the  world, 
had  many  senous  considerations  excited  in  his  mind ;  these  he  che- 
ridied,and  was  sraduaily  brought  to  understand  the  nature  and  design 
of  the  gospel  dispensation.  It  would  exceed  the  bounds  allotted  to 
this  work,  were  I  to  give  the  history  of  this  plain  but  able  advocate 
of  vital  religion.  The  reader  may  be  readily  acquainted  with  it  bv 
recurring  to  bis  own  account  contained  in  a  journal  of  his  life,  whicK 
he  has  left  behind  him.  Early  after  he  came  forth  in  the  ministry, 
many  embraced  the  truth  to  which  he  pointed,  and  a  society  was 
fonned  in  England^  who  were  known  to  each  other  by  the  name  of 
FrioMfak 
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<<  Many  were  the  persecutions  and  sufferings  to  which  this  coi 
munity  were  exposed.  An  account  of  them  may  be  read  either 
SewePs  or  Gough's  history.  A  fundamental  and  primary  object 
the  infancy  of  the  society,  was  to  turn  the  attention  of  the  peo] 
from  outward  forms  and  dependencies  to  the  light  of  Christ  in  the 
selves.  This  they  confidently  maintained  was  universal;  that  eve 
man  was  enlightened  by  it;  and  that  until  the  rational  creation  shoi 
conform  to  it,  their  claim  to  true  religion  had  no  solid  foundation 
Christianity.  When  they  became  distinguished,  many  accusatic 
were  raised  against  them,  in  order  to  prejudice  their  religious  prof 
•idn  in  the  view  of  others.  Such  accusations  were  usually  met 
suitable  explanationa  In  the  course  of  these  occurrences,  there  oe 
iionally  appeared  reasons  for  their  dissent  from  others,  but  as  su 
reasons  were  spread  among  controversial  writings,  no  regular  systi 
or  concentrated  profession  of  their  belief  had  as  yet  appeared.  Th< 
circumstances  continued  until  Robert  Barclay,  enlightened,  as  * 
believe,  by  the  light  of  Christ,  discovered  the  necessity  for  a  remed 
hence  he  was  impressed  with  a  concern,  to  communicate  to  the  woi 
his  ideas  and  judgment  of  the  true  Christian  principles  and  doctrii 
of  the  infant  society,  of  which  he  was  a  member ;  and  according 
published  the  work  usually  known  by  the  name  of  Barclay's  A| 
logy.  This  book  the  society  of  Friends  approve.  In  it  the  reac 
may  find  a  full  and  ample  account  of  their  belief  concerning  1 
Christian  religion,  and  the  duties  which  it  enjoins.  But  the  Apolo 
being  mort  especially  adapted^  in  some  particulars,  to  the  time 
which  it  was  wriitenj  and  also  requiring  a  very  attentive  examii 
tiott  of  all  its  relations  and  dependencies,  in  order  fully  to  comprehe 
the  views  of  its  author;  it  is  therefore  a  work  which  we  have  reaa 
to  believe  is,  at  this  day,  not  so  frequently  and  deliberately  resort 
to  as  we  could  wish.  Not  only  strangers  to  the  society  of  Frien 
but  many  of  our  young  people,  it  is  believed,  might  be  benefited 
having  a  work  more  concise,  and,  as  far  as  possible,  adapted  to  I 
same  purpose.  Under  these  considerations  I  have  attempted  to  gi 
a  summary  of  our  profession,"  &c. 

So  that  as  late  as  the  year  1815,  no  form  of  faith,  or  creed,  \ 
been  ever  published  by  the  society  here.  It  will  be  recollect 
moreover,  that  no  publication  connected  with  the  tenets  of  that 
ciety,  was  considered  as  at  all  affecting  its  members,  unless  the  pi 
lication  had  previously  received  the  approbation  and  sanction  of  i 
meeting  for  sufferings. 

In  page  5)2,  is  a  passage  more  particularly  bearing  on  the  subj 
of  creeds.  <<0n  the  doctrine  of  faith,"  he  says,  <<  we  say  with  l 
apostle,  that  <  without  faith,  it  is  impossible  to  please  God.'  But 
fiutb,  we  do  not  mean  a  cor\fession  to  any  particular  form  of  o 
nions;  because  this  would  be  possible  to  those  who  are  in  many 
spects  reprobate  concerning  the  faith  in  Christ.  Neither  are  we 
the  judgment,  that  our  <  faith  should  stand  in  the  wisdom  of  mi 
but  in  the  power  cf  GodJ*  1  Cor.  ii.  5.     Therefore,  we  believe,  tl 
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the  faith  of  n  true  difeiple  of  Ghriit,  ia  in  a  living  prioeiple,  a 
lod  beaveBly  spirit^  whiefa  no  human  means  can  beget  in  us,  bol 
which  ii  the  immecliate  manifestation  of  the  eternal  power  and  woi4 
of  God.  Wherefore,  we  conclude  with  the  aposUe  Paul,  <  faith  eometh 
by  hearii^f  and  hearing  by  the  word  of  6od.^  Rom.  x.  17.  This 
word,  we  oelieTe  to  be  the  same  which  was  in  the  beginning,  which 
Moses  spoke  of,  and  which  Paul  adverts  to  and  says,  ^  Is  nigh  theOif 
e?CQ  in  thy  mouth,  and  in  thy  heart  That  is  the  word  of  £utb, 
which  we  preach.'  Rom.  x.  8.  Those,  therefore,  who  helieve  in  thia 
inward  outnifestation  of  the  word,,  and  have  their  spiritual  ear  opea 
to  heaff  have  come  to  embrace  the  proper  object  of  faith,  without 
which  |t  is  impossible  to  please  God.  To  such,  faith  is  the  evident 
of  things  not  seen,  the  substance  of  things  hoped  for.  They  are,  in 
the  true  and  spiritual  sense,  the  children  of  faithful  Abraham,  walking 
by  the  same  rule,  and  minding  the  same  thing.  This  is  that  faith  bjp 
whidi  the  elders  obtained  a  good  report,  and  concerning  which  so 
mueh  is  said  in  the  holy  Scriptures."  ^ 

And  I  also  refer  to  the  evidence  before  the  court,  respecting  whal 
hss  been  said  by  several  witnesses  on  the  subject  of  an  attempt  to  inn 
trodace  a  creed,  under  the  character  of  '<  extracts,''  in  the  yearly  noeet^ 
iog  of  Philadelphia,  in  1823.  I  refer  to  those  set  forth  in  page  476, 
of  die  second  volume  of  Evidence.  The  court  will  readily  pei^vfa 
diat  these  extracts  were  made  under  the  awakening  and  exciting  ni^ 
floenoe  of  religious  controversy.  That  controversy  arose  between  a 
person  assuming  the  name  of  <<  Paul,"  and  published  in  a  paper  at  Wil*- 
mittgtoii,  in  the  state  of  Delaware,  who  attacked  the  doctrines  of  the 
soeiely,  and  one  who,  under  the  signature  of  '<  Amicus,'?  undertook 
toTindicate  and  defend  them.  The  meeting  for  sufierings  at  Philftf 
cUphia,  owing  to  some  doctrines  advanced  by  Amicus  on  the  subject 
of  the  trinity,  the  atonement,  and  the  Scriptures,  in  the  progrqaf  of 
this  eontroversy,  had  their  attention  directed  to  it;  and  deeming  diat 
the  views  thus  avowed  by  Amicus  affected  the  principles  and  chanu> 
ter  of  thdr  religious  society,  appointed  a  committee  to  take  the  sub^ 
jeet  into  consideration,  who  reported  some  extracts  selected  from  the 
writings  of  ancient  Friends,  which  were  entered  on  the  minutes  of  the 
BMeting  fmr  sufferings.  This  you  will  find  in  the  second  volume  of 
Evidenoe,  page  414;  which  is  what  was  considered  by  many  worthy 
Biemfaers  of  we  society  of  Friends  as  a  creed,  and  as  such  resisted* 
The  meeting  for  sufferings  also  prepared  a  minute,  which  they  in^ 
tended  to  be  published  in  the  paper  in  which  the  controversy  had 
been  eonductcd.  I  turn  to  them  for  the  purpose  of  showing  what 
were  the  views  which  they  held  out-  It  will  be  recollected  that  as 
to  the  minute,  there  was  no  diversity  of  opinion  among  the  members 
of  the  meeting  for  sufferings;  but  when  it  appeared  that  those  extracis 
Were  appended  to  it,  that  part  containing  the  extracts  was  at  onoe 
opposed.  Hie  creed  and  the  minute  formed  one  proceeding  of  the 
meeting  fisr  ecriPEBringa.  It  is  necessary  for  this  meeting  to  suhmit  its 
mimtee  io  Use  inspwtion  and  approval  of  the  yearly  meeting,  before 
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which  they  are  read,  and  either  adopted  or  rejected  as  the  case  may 
be.  So  far  as  the  minute  alone  was  concerned,  it  was  adopted  by  the 
yearly  meeting.  I  refer  to  page  476,  second  volume  of  Evidence. 
It  bears  date  17th  January,  1823,  and  purports  to  be  signed  on  behalf 
and  by  direction  of  the  representatives  of  the  religious  society  of 
Friends  in  Pennsylvania,  New  Jersey,  Delaware,  and  the  eastern 
parts  of  Maryland,  and  reads  thus:  <'  A  controversy  having  for  a  con- 
siderable time  past  been  carried  on  in  a  paper  printed  at  Wilmington, 
(Delaware,)  styled  the  Christian  Repository,  between  a  person  who 
addresses  his  essays  to  the  society  of  Friends,  and  another  who  in 
replying  thereto  might  by  some  be  thought  to  write  on  behalf  of  the 
society,  or  by  its  countenance;  we  think  it  right  to  declare  that  we 
have  no  knowledge  whatever  of  this  author,  and  entirely  disavow 
any  connexion  with  him  in  this  business;  and  desire  that  our  religious 
society  may  not  be  considered  as  accountable  for  the  sentiments  con- 
tained in  those  publications.  Our  profession  and  doctrines  which 
we  have  always  heidj  and  at  different  times  published  to  the  worldy 
are  founded  upon  the  principles  of  the  Christian  religion  as  con- 
tained in  the  Holy  Scriptures^  as  may  be  seen  in  a  number  of  our 
writings  already  extant." 

Now  here  in  a  case  where  a  publication  was  made  affecting,  as  they 
thought,  their  principles  and  character  as  a  religious  body  ;  they 
deemed  it  of  <^  such  importance  as  to  justify  the  appointment  of  a  few 
friends  to  take  the  whole  into  solid  consideration,  and  report  their 
sense  thereon." — [Vide  minutes.] — And  so  far  there  was  unity  in 
their  body.  This  then  is  the  result  of  that  <<  solid  consideration.^' 
And  what  is  it?  Do  they  declare  the  profession  and  doctrines  of  the 
society  in  relation  to  the  trinity,  the  atonement,  or  the  Scriptures  ? 
These  were  the  "  doctrinal  subjects"  of  the  controversy  between 
Paul  and  Amicus.  They  were  discussed  with  great  ability;  and 
Amicus,  with  an  ability  and  learning  rarely  equalled,  supports  hie 
views  by  the  authority  of  Fox,  Penn,  and  the  other  ancient  approved 
writers  of  the  society  of  Friends,  whom  I  have  cited.  Did  they  un- 
dertake to  express  the  views  or  faith  of  the  society  at  all  on  those 
subjects  ?  No;  they  expressly  declared,  <'  Our  profession  and  doc- 
trines, which  we  have  always  held,  and  at  different  times  published 
to4he  world,  are  founded  upon  the  principles  of  the  Christian  reli- 
gion as  contained  in  the  holy  Scriptures^  as  may  be  seen  in  a  num- 
ber of  our  writings  already  extant^ 

But  when  they  came  to  those  extracts  purporting  to  be  from  the 
writings  of  ancient  Friends,  their  unity  ceased.  And  why?  Were  the) 
cold  or  indifferent  as  to  the  character  and  principles  of  their  society  i 
It  is  not  pretended  that  they  were.  They  were  equally  zealous,  equall} 
ardent,  and  equally  as  desirous  that  their  society  should  be  freed  fron 
misapprehension  on  this,  as  other  subjects.  But  they  thought  tha 
when  they  had  gone  so  far  as  to  acknowledge  their  faith  in  ^^  the  Chri» 
tian  religion  as  contained  in  the  holy  Scriptures,  as  might  be  seen  in  i 
number  of  their  writings  already  extant)'^  they  had  proceeded  fai 
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encm^  and  ss  far  iS  the  priDciples  of  the  society,  which  denounces 
and  rejects  creeds  or  iSitih  made  by  man,  would  allow  them  to  go; 
and  beyond  this  limit  it  was  not  proper  for  them  to  go.  . 

1  beg  the  court  to  notice  particularly  this  embryo  creed,  so  artfully 
attempted  to  be  introduced.  It  is  very  important  in  this  case.  It  is 
found  in  the  second  volume  of  Evidence,  page  414,  Exhibit  No.  13: 
«  Elxtracts  from  the  writings  of  primitive  Friends,  concerning  the 
divinity  of  our  Lord  and  Saviour,  Jesus  Christ  Published  by  direc- 
tion of  the  meeting  for  Sufferings  held  in  Philadelphia. 

«At  a  meeting  for  Sufferings  held  in  Philadelphia,  the  17th  of 
First-month,  1823— 

**  An  essay,  containing  a  few  brief  extracts  from  the  writings  of  our 
primitive  Friends,  on  several  of  the  doctrines  of  the  Christian  reli- 
gion, which  have  been  always  held,  and  are  most  surely  believed  by 
OS,  being  produced  and  read;  on  solid  consideration,  they  appeared 
10  likely  to  be  productive  of  benefit,  if  a  publication  thereof  was  made, 
and  spread  among  our  members  generally,  that  the  committee  ap- 
pointed on  the  printing  and  distribution  of  religious  books,  are 
directed  to  have  a  sufficient  number  of  them  struck  off,  and  distributed 
aeeordingly;  being  as  follows : 

"We have  always  believed  that  the  holy  Scriptures  were  written 
by  divine  inspiration,  that  they  are  able  to  make  wise  unto  salvation, 
through  faith  which  is  in  Christ  Jesus ;  for,  as  holy  men  of  God 
^»ke  as  tliey  were  moved  by  the  Holy  Ghost,  they  are  therefore 
profitable  for  doctrine,  for  reproof,  for  correction,  for  instruction  in 
righteousness,  that  the  man  of  God  may  be  perfect,  thoroughly  fur- 
nished unto  all  good  works.  But  they  are  not,  or  cannot  be  sub- 
jected to  the  fallen,  corrupt  reason  of  man.  We  have  always  asserted 
mir  willingness,  that  all  our  doctrines  be  tried  by  them  ;  and  admit 
it  as  a  positive  maxim,  that  whatsoever  any  do  (pretending  to  the 
Spirit)  which  is  contrary  to  the  Scriptures,  be  accounted  and  judged 
a  delusion  of  the  devil. 

^  We  receive  and  believe  in  the  testimony  of  the  Scriptures,  simply 
18  it  stands  in  the  text — *  There  are  three  that  bear  record  in  heaven, 
the  Father,  the  Word,  and  the  Hdy  Gho3t,  and  these  three  are 
ooe.^ 

<<  We  believe  in  the  only  wise,  omnipotent,  and  everlasting  God, 
the  creator  of  all  things  in  heaven  and  earth,  and  the  preserver  of  all 
that  he  hath  made,  who  is  God  over  all,  blessed  for  ever. 

<<  The  infinite  and  most  wise  God,  who  is  the  foundation,  root  and 
^ing  of  all  operation,  hath  wrought  all  things  by  his  eternal  Word 
and  Son.  This  is  that  Word  that  was  in  the  beginning  with'God, 
and  was  God;  by  whom  all  things  were  made,  and  without  whom 
was  not  anything  made  that  was  made.  Jesus  Christ  is  the  beloved 
and  only  begotten  Son  of  Grod,  who,  in  the  fulness  of  time,  through 
the  Holy  Ghost,  was  conceived  and  born  of  the  Vii^in  Mary — in 
him  we  have  redemption  through  his  blood,  even  the  forgiveness  of 
fins,    We  believe  that  he  was  made  a  sacrifice  for  sin,  who  knew  no 
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sin;  that  he  was  crucified  for  us  in  the  flesh,  was  buried  and  i 
again  the  third  day  by  the  power  of  his  Father  for  our  justificati 
ascended  up  into  heaven,  and  now  sitteth  at  the  right  hand  of  Goi 

<<  As  then  that  infinite  and  -incomprehensible  fountain  of  life  ) 
motion,  operateth  in  the  creatures  by  his  own  eternal  word  i 
power,  so  no  creature  has  access  again  unto  him  but  in  and  by 
Son,  according  to  his  own  blessed  declMption,  <  No  man  know 
the  Father  but  the  Son,  and  he  to  whom  the  Son  will  reveal  hi 
Again,  ^  I  am  the  way,  the  truth  and  the  life:  no  man  cometh  u 
the  Father  but  by  me.  ^  Hence  he  is  the  only  Mediator  between  C 
and  man:  for  having  been  with  God  from  all  eternity,  being  him; 
€rod,  and  also  in  time  partaking  of  the  nature  of  man;  through  I 
is  the  goodness  and  love  of  God  conveyed  to  mankind,  and  by  I 
again  man  receiveth  and  partaketh  of  these  mercies. 

^^  We  acknowledge,  that  of  ourselves  we  are  not  able  to  do  ai 
thing  that  is  good  ;  neither  can  we  procure  remission  of  sins  or  j 
tification  by  any  act  of  our  own;  but  acknowledge  all  to  he  qf  i 
from  his  love,  which  is  the  original  and  fundamental  cause  of  • 
acceptance.  ^  For  God  so  loved  the  world,  that  he  gave  his  o 
begotten  Son,  that  whosoever  believeth  in  him  should  not  perish, 
have  everlasting  life.' 

<<  We  firmly  believe  it  was  necessary  that  Christ  should  come,  t 
by  his  death  and  sufierings,  he  might  offer  up  himself  a  sacrifici 
God  for  our  sins,  who  his  own  self  bare  our  sins  in  his  own  body 
the  tree ;  so  we  believe  that  the  remission  of  sins  which  any  parti 
of,  is  only  in  and  by  virtue  of  that  most  satisfactory  sacrifice,  and 
otherwise.  For  it  is  by  the  obedience  of  that  one,  that  the  free  | 
is  come  upoi;i  all  to  justification.  Thus  Christ  by  his  death  and  su£ 
ings  hath  reconciled  us  to  God,  even  while  we  are  enemies ;  that  is, 
offers  reconciliation  to  us;  and  we  are  thereby  put  into  a  capacitji 
being  reconciled.  God  is  willing  to  be  reconciled  unto  us,  and  rei 
to  remit  the  sins  that  are  past,  if  we  repent. 

<<  Jesus  Christ  is  the  intercessor  and  advocate  with  the  Father 
heaven,  appearing  in  the  presence  of  God  for  us,  being  touched  ^ 
a  feeling  of  our  infirmities,  suflirings,  and  sorrows;  and  also  by 
spirit  in  our  hearts  he  maketh  intercession  according  to  the  will 
God,  crying  abba.  Father.  He  tasted  death  for  every  man,  shed 
blood  for  all  men,  and  is  the  propitiation  for  our  sins,  and  not  for  o 
only,  but  also  for  the  sins  of  the  whole  world.  He  alone  is  our  1 
deemer  and  Saviour,  the  captain  of  our  salvation,  the  promised  se 
who  bruises  the  serpent's  head;  the  alpha  and  omega,  the  first  i 
the  last.  He  is  our  wisdom,  righteousness,  justification  and  reden 
tion;  neither  is  there  salvation  in  any  other;  for  there  is  no  otl 
name  under  heaven,  given  amone  men,  whereby  we  may  be  saved 

^  As  he  ascended  far  above  all  heavens,  that  he  might  fill  all  thia 
his  fulness  cannot  be  comprehended  or  contained  in  any  finite  cr 
ture,  but  in  some  measure  known  and  experienced  in  us,  as  we  : 
prepared  to  receive  the  same;  as  of  his  fulness  we  have  recein 
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ptee  for  grace.  He  is  both  the  word  of  faith  and  a  quickening  spirit 
in  ufl,  whereby  he  is  the  immediate  cause,  author,  object  and  strength 
of  oar  living  foith  in  his  name  and  power,  and  of  the  work  of  our 
alvation  from  sin  and  bondage  of  corruption. 

<^  The  Son  of  God  cannot  be  divided  from  the  least  or  lowest  ap- 
pearance o^his  own  divine  light  or  life  in  us,  no  more  than  the  sun 
from  its  own  light:  nor  is  the  sufficiency  of  his  light  within  set  up  or 
mentioned  in  opposition  to  him,  or  to  his  fulness  considered  as  in 
himself  or  without  us;  nor  can  any  measure  or  degree  of  light  received 
from  Christ,  be  properly  called  the  fulness  of  Christ,  or  Christ  as  in 
folnesSy  nor  exclude  him  from  being  our  complete  Saviour.  And 
where  the  least  degree  or  measure  of  this  light  and  life  of  Christ 
within,  is  sincerely  waited  in,  followed  and  obeyed,  there  is  a  blessed 
increase  of  light  and  grace  known  and  felt;  as  die  path  of  the  just,  it 
shines  more  and  niore  until  the  perfect  day ;  and  thereby  a  growing 
in  grace,  and  in  the  knowledge  of  God,  and  of  our  Lord  and  Saviour 
Jesus  Christ,  hath  been  and  is  truly  experienced. 

^  Wherefore  we  say,  that  whatever  Christ  then  did,  both  living  and 
dying,  was  of  great  benefit  to  the  salvation  of  all  that  have  believed, 
and  now  do,  and  that  hereafter  shall  believe  in  him  unto  justification 
and  acceptance  with  God;  but  the  way  to  come  to  that  faith,  is  to 
receive  and  obey  the  manifestation  of  his  divine  light  and  grace  in  the 
conscience,  which  leads  men  to  believe  and  value,  and  not  to  disown 
or  undervsdue  Christ,  as  the  common  sacrifice  and  [mediator.  For 
we  do  affirm,  that  to  follow  this  holy  light  in  the  conscience,  and  to 
tarn  our  minds,  and  bring  all  our  deeds  and  thoughts  to  it^  is  the  rea- 
diest, nay  the  only  right  way,  to  have  true,  living,  and  sanctifying 
&ith  in  Christ,  as  he  appeared  in  the  flesh ;  and  to  discern  the  Lord's 
body,  coming,  and  sufferings  aright,  and  to  receive  any  real  benefit 
by  him  as  our  only  sacrifice  and  mediator;  according  to  the  beloved 
diseiple^s  emphatical  testimony,  ^  If  we  walk  in  the  light,  as  he  (God) 
is  in  the  light,  we  have  fellowship  one  with  another,  and  the  blood  of 
Jesus  Christ  his  son  cleanseth  us  from  all  sin.^ 

"  By  the  propitiatory  sacrifice  of  Christ  without  us,  we^  truly  re- 
penting and  believing,  are,  through  the  mercy  of  God,  justified  from 
the  imputation  of  sins  and  transgressions  that  are  past,  as  though  they 
had  never  been  committed:  and  by  the  mighty  work  of  Christ 
witluo  us,  the  power,  nature,  and  habits  of  sins  are  destroyed;  that  as 
an  once  reigned  unto  death,  even  so  now  grace  reigneth  through 
ri^teodsness  unto  eternal  life,  by  Jesus  Christ  our  Lord. 

<<  Signed  on  behalf  of  the  meeting, 

"  Jonathan  Evans,  Clerk.^' 

This  document  is  to  be  taken  in  connexion  with  the  minute 
unanimously  adopted  by  the  committee,  and  sanctioned  by  the  yearly 
meeting,  and  to  be  understood,  they  must  be  read  together. — Second 
▼ohmie  of  Evidencoy  page  476. 

*<  Exhibit  Na  46.  Minute  of  meeting  for  Sufferings,  produced 
by  William  Evans. 
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<<  At  a  meetiDg  for  Sufferings,  held  in  Philadelphia  the  20th  of 
Twelfth-month,  1822,  present  fifty  members — 

<<<A  number  of  pieces  on  doctrinal  subjects  having  been  published, 
and  also  replies  thereto  by  some  person  or  persons  unknown  to  us, 
as  though  it  were  on  beh&lf  of  Friends;  a  controversy  has  thus  for  a 
long  time  been  continued,  which  affects  the  principles  and  character 
of  our  religious  society.  Some  of  those  pieces  being  brought  here, 
and  a  part  of  them  read,  it  appeared  to  be  a  matter  of  such  imports 
ance  as  to  justify  the  appointment  of  a  few  Friends  to  take  the  whole 
into  solid  consideration,  and  report  their  sense  thereon  to  our  next 
meeting;  and  John  Cox,  Jonathan  Evans,  Samuel  P.  Griffitts,  John 
Comly,  Samuel  Bettle,  Thomas  Wistar,  and  Thomas  Stewardsoo,  are 
accordingly  appointed  thereto.' 

<^At  a  meeting  for  Sufferings,  held  in  Philadelphia  the  17th  of 
First-month,  1823,  present  forty-three  members — 

<<  The  committee  under  appointment,  having  given  deliberate  at- 
tention to  the  important  subjects  confided  to  them  at  our  last  meeting, 
produced  an  essay  of  wliat  appeared  to  them  as  useful  and  expedient 
respecting  some  of  our  principles  and  doctrines ;  the  further  conside- 
ration whereof,  is  referred  to  be  taken  up  at  our  adjournment,  which 
is  agreed  to  be  at  3  o'clock  this  afternoon. 

^^  About  which  time  Friends  again  met 

<^  On  renewed  consideration  of  the  business  before  us  in  the  fore- 
noon sitting,  the  following  was,  with  unity  and  harmony,  approved; 
and  it  is  directed  that  a  copy  be  made  and  forwarded  to  the  printer 
at  Wilmington,  desiring  him  to  annex  it  to  the  work  which  we  un- 
derstand is  to  contain  the  whole  of  those  pieces,  viz. 

<^  A  controversy  having,  for  a  considerable  time  past,  been  carried 
on  in  a  paper  printed  at  Wilmington,  Del.  styled  the  Christian  Re- 
pository, between  a  person  who  addresses  his  essays  to  the  Society 
of  Friends,  and  another  who,  in  replying  thereto,  might  by  some  be 
thought  to  write  on  behalf  of  the  society,  or  by  its  countenance;  we 
think  it  right  to  declare,  that  we  have  no  knowledge  whatever  of 
this  author,  and  entirely  disavow  any  connexion  with  him  in  this 
business;  and  desire  that  our  religious  society  may  not  be  considered 
as  accountable  for  the  sentiments  contained  in  those  publications. 
Our  profession  and  doctrines  which  we  have  always  held,  and  at 
different  times  published  to  the  world,  are  founded  upon  the  princi- 
ples of  the  Christian  religion,  as  contained  in  the  holy  Scriptures,  as 
may  be  seen  in  a  number  of  our  writings  already  extant.       * 

<<  Signed  on  behalf  and  by  direction  of  a  meeting  of  the  represen- 
tatives of  the  religious  Society  of  Friends  in  Pennsylvania,  New 
Jersey,  Delaware,  and  the  eastern  parts  of  Maryland,  held  in  Phila- 
delphia the  17th  of  First-month,  1823. 

"  Jonathan  Evans,  Clerk?^ 

And  its  insidious  nature,  and  the  caution  if  not  the  simulated  pre- 
tence used  to  disguise  the  cause  of  raising  the  committee,  and  then  to 
make  it  the  moving  cause  of  framing  a  creed,  will  be  apparent,  by 
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reiding  the  minute  that  was  intended  and  framed  to  justify  going 
beyond  the  avowed  objects  thereof.  In  page  477,  second  volume  of 
Evidence,  the  minute  which  was  <^  approved  with  unity  and  har- 
mony/' is  connected  with  the  extracts  thus:  ^'On  attending  to  the 
further  part  of  the  essay,  which  the  committee  produced,  containing 
a  few  brief  extracts  from  the  writings  of  our  primitive  Friends,  on 
several  of  the  doctrines  of  the  Christian  religion,  which  have  been 
always  held,  and  are  most  surely  believed  by  us,  upon  solid  consider- 
ation, they  appeared  so  likely  to  be  productive  of  benefit,  if  a  publica- 
tioQ  thereof  was  made,  and  spread  among  our  members  generally,  that 
the  committee  on  the  printing  and  distribution  of  religious  books  are 
directed  to  have  a  number  of  them  struck  off,  and  distributed  accord- 
ingly; being  as  follows,  to  wit/' 

When  the  yearly  meeting  met  in  April,  1823,  consisting  of  the 
society  itself,  and  not  of  a  body  of  representatives,  these  proceedings 
became  the  subject  of  discussion.  The  society  adopted  that  part  of 
the  minute  which  was  approved  with  unity  and  harmony,  and  re- 
fused to  confirm  or  sanction  the  other.  It  was  equivalent  to  a  rejec- 
tion, and  was  in  conformity  to  the  uniform  usage  of  the  society's 
aetfl^  who  had  always  declined  to  adopt  anything  in  the  nature  of  a 
creed  beyond  the  Scrijltures,  by  any  act  in  a  meeting  capacity. 

(The  court  adjourned.) 


Wednesday  afternoon. 
Mr.  Wall  resumed: 

When  the  court  adjourned,  I  was  endeavouring  to  satisfy  them, 
that  the  refusal  to  approve  the  Extracts,  by  the  yearly  meeting  of 
1823,  and  the  adoption  of  the  minutes  by  that  meeting,  afforded 
strong  and  conclusive  evidence  that  the  society  of  Friends  did  not, 
up  to  that  time,  recognise  any  creed.  I  wish  now  to  recall  the  recol- 
lection of  the  court  to  what  introduced  these  proceedings. 

The  court  will  find  on  page  71,  of  the  first  volume  of  Evidepce, 
the  testimony  of  Samuel  Settle.  He  says :  <^  In  the  year  1822,  there 
was  a  discussion  in  a  public  paper  published  at  Wilmington,  Delaware, 
conducted  under  the  signatures  of  Paul  and  Amicus;  Paul  attacking 
Friends,  and  Amicus  speaking  on  their  behalf;  and  in  a  manner,  too, 
which  showed  that  he  was  speaking  for  the  society,  clearly.  After  this 
discussion  had  progressed  for  a  considerable  time.  Amicus  avowed 
doctrines  as  parts  of  the  Christian  faith,  which  we  could  not  accord 
with  ;  they  appeared  to  us  of  a  Socinian  character  at  least:  and  these 
essays,  which  first  appeared  in  a  newspaper,  being  about  to  be  re- 
printed in  the  form  of  a  book  for  a  more  extensive  circulation,  and  a 
large  subscription  being  filled  for  that  purpose,  it  became  the  duty  of 
the  meeting  for  sufferings,  in  the  regular  order  of  their  proceedings, 
to  notice  tbeaubject:  and  they  did  so  notice  it  by  appoiaUt\f^Q.c^vsi- 
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mittee:  that  committee  pursued  the  usual  course  in  such  cases;  tb 
prepared  a  statement  of  what  were  the  views  of  Friends  on  the  poii 
I  have  alluded  to.  I  was  of  that  committee.  We  concluded  It  woi 
be  best  to  use  the  language  of  approved  writers  of  our  society;  a 
we  accordingly  did  so,  making  use  of  our  own  terms  no  further  th 
was  necessary  to  connect  the  subjects;  making  extracts  from  vari( 
approved  authors.  We  produced  these  extracts  to  the  meeting  for  s 
ferings.  The  meeting  united  with  the  I'eport  of  the  committee,  a 
made  a  minute  on  the  subject.  A  Friend  was  desired  to  call  on  1 
editor  at  Wilmington,  who  was  about  to  publish  the  essays  abc 
mentioned,  who  did  call  on  him,  and  the  editor  engaged  to  publ 
the  minute  in  his  newspaper,  but  objected  to  publishing  anything 
the  subject  in  his  book.  He  accordingly  did  publish  the  minute 
his  paper,  but  declined  saying  anything  on  the  subject  in  his  boi 
for  reasons  which  he  gave;  among  others  was  this,  that  the  si 
scribcrs  would  probably  be  dissatisfied.  The  meeting  for  sufierin 
therefore,  were  under  the  necessity  of  publishing  these  extracts  the 
selves;  and  they  entered  it  on  their  minutes,  and  did  print  an  edit 
of  it.  Now  then,  in  the  yearly  meeting  for  1823,  when  the  minu 
of  the  meeting  for  sufferings  were  read,  and  they  are  always  re 
these  extracts  from  the  writings  of  ancient  Friends  were  read  as  p 
of  them — they  were  on  the  minutes.  Considerable  objection  \ 
made  to  that  part  of  the  proceedings  of  the  meeting  for  sufferin 
On>.  man  said  he  could  not  unite  with  those  doctrines;  another,  t 
they  were  contrary  to  reason.  Scripture,  and  revelation ;  anoti 
went  into  an  argument  to  show  that  the  Scripture  text,  to  wit,  'th 
are  three  that  bear  record  in  heaven,'  was  a  disputed  text;  and  tr 
to  show  that  it  was  spurious:  he  appeared  to  me  to  be  but  a  nov 
in  the  subject:  he  quoted  Sir  Isaac  Newton — I  think  it  was  Sir  Is 
Newton — he  might  or  might  not  have  mentioned  his  name;  I 
thered  it  from  what  he  said.  These  kind  of  occurrences  were  v< 
unusual  in  our  meetings,  they  never  had  occurred  within  my  kn< 
ledge.  The  excitement  being  considerable,  the  meeting  adjouri 
until  the  next  morning.  When  the  meeting  assembled  next  mc 
ing^  it  was  proposed  that  the  extracts  shoukl  be  stricken  off  the  i 
nutes  of  the  meeting  for  sufferings:  objection  was  made  to  that, 
the  ground  that  it  would  be  a  disavowal  of  the  doctrines  held 
Friends,  these  extracts  being  taken  from  the  writings  of  appro^ 
Friends.  Very  considerable  diflSculty  occurred  in  the  meeting  fr 
the  persevering  objections  of  a  number  of  individuals,  every  one 
whom,  every  individual  of  whom,  for  I  sat  in  a  position  to  see  \ 
know  them  all,  have  since  gone  off  in  the  separation.  I  was  at 
table  as  clerk — it  was  my  duty  to  serve  the  meeting:  perceiving 
embarrassment  the  meeting  was  in, on  the  one  hand  to  expunge,] 
on  the  other  a  desire  to  retain,  I  arose  and  stated  to  the  meeting 
duty  and  wish  to  act  as  its  servant;  and  after  presenting  to  the  mi 
ing  the  state  of  the  case,  as  I  apprehended  it  at  that  time,  I  propo 
to  them  to  avoid  both  difSculties  by  simply  suspending  the  publj 
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tioD;  npl  taking  it  4)ff  the  minutes,  and  not  cirenlaiing  the  pamphktii 
to  leeTioii  the  subject  Thia  propoaition  was  finally  acquieaoed  in, 
lod  the  biiMneaa  so  aettled.'' 

Ifthe  ecHirt  will  refer  to  the  publications  made  in  Mosheim's  Hia- 
toiy,  and  Dobson'a  Eocyclopoedia,  (alluded  to  by  Mr.  Battle,)  they 
wiU  find  they  were  drawn  with  the  same  guarded  caution,  upon  the 
doctrinal  subjects  now  in  question. 

The  evidence  of  Abraham  (lOwer  proves,  that  the  unanimity  men-* 
tioned  by  Mr.  Bettle,  was  in  reference  to  the  minute.  First  yokime, 
pige  367: 

^  Qj,  Please  to  state  the  circumstances  ? 

^  A.  About  that  time  a  controversy  existed  between  two  persons  at 
WilmiDgton,  designating  themselves  as  Paul  and  Amicus,  in  which  a 
very  severe  and  unjust  attack  was  made  by  Paul  on  the  Society  of 
Friends.  Amicus  vindicated  the  society,  as  we  generally  thought^ 
who  were  acquainted  with  the  work ;  and  it  appeared  from  what 
pMed  from  some  of  the  members  of  the  meeting  for  sufferings^ 
Richard  Jordan  in  particular,  expressed  himself  as  being  pleased  with 
Amicus'a  vindication  of  the  society  in  the  fore  part  of  the  defenoe^ 
but  when  he  came  to  .treat  on  the  doctrine  of  the  trinity,  he  appeared 
iiotto  be  satisfied.  There  appeared  then,  or  about  that  time,  a  disposir 
tion  in  some  of  the  members  of  the  meeting  for  sufferings,  to  vindi- 
cate the  society  from  the  imputation  of  being  a  party  in  that  contro- 
rerqr*  I  communicated  with  Amicus  on  the  subject,  and  he  promptly 
determined  to  relieve  the  members  of  the  society  from  any  anxiety 
on  that  bead,  by  assuming  the  responsibility  himself  individually, 
tad  entirely  exonerating  the  society,  as  a  society,  from  having  any 
putieipation  in  the  controversy;  which  was  published  in  one  of  the 
nambens  of  the  paper  in  which  the  controversy  was  carried  on.  I 
leoeived  a  copy  the  same  day  ol  its  being  printed,  and  presented  it  to 
Jonat|ian  Evans,  clerk  of  the  meeting  for  sufferings,  who  read  it  to 
the  naeeting.  I  thought  they  ought  to  have  been  satisfied  with  it; 
hot  it  was,  after  a  time,  in  the  same  sitting  concluded,  that  the  meeting 
hr  anfierings  should  send  a  minute,  certified  by  their  clerk,  con^ 
demning  the  work,  or  at  least  denying  their  having  any  participation 
iail,  and  to  send  it  to  the  editor  of  the  paper  for  publication,  which 
nia  done;  but  I  don't  recollect  that  it  was  published.  I  think  it  was 
not  in  the  paper,  but  am  not  positive  as  to  that  The  minds  of  some 
of  the  members  of  that  meeting  appeared  to  be  anxious  that  some^ 
tbing  ahould  be  done,  to  keep  the  minds  of  the  members  of  the  so* 
eiety  from  imbibing  sentiments  which  seemed  to  be  growing  common 
ttsoDg  its  nsembers.  The  suggestion  was  made  to  get  up  a  pamphlet 
to  be  composed  of  extracts  from  the  writings  of  our  early  Friends,  and 
bom  what  some  of  us  saw  of  the  disposition  of  those  persons  who 
bav^  since  denominated  themselves  Orthodox,  as  I  understand  from 
the  bill  filed  in  Chmcery,  under  which  these  examinations  are  now 
takeoy  we  fidt  afraid  that  something  was  about  to  be  got  up  calculated 
to  traamiel  our  oonscientioiia  rights;  and  when  the  pam^hlel^^V^* 


204 

pared,  a  small  number  of  us  expressed  our  dissatisfaction  with  tl 
undertaking,  and  with  the  matter  of  the  pamphlet,  fearing  that  in  tl 
hands  of  arbitrary  men,  a  construction  might  be  given  to  some  of  tl 
views  in  that  pamphlet  that  would  abridge  the  right  of  private  jud 
ment.  There  were,  I  think,  ten  thousand  of  them  printed — and  astl 
occasion  seemed  to  me  to  be  urgent  with  those  who  were  the  pr 
moters  of  it,  there  was  reason  to  expect  that  it  would  soon  be  pu 
lished;  but  it  was  detained,  not  published.  And  when  the  minut 
of  the  meeting  for  sufferings  came  to  be  read  as  usual  in  the  year 
meeting,  to  my  surprise,  that  pamphlet  appeared  to  be  recorded  < 
the  minutes,  and  when  it  was  read  the  yearly  meeting  appeared  ve 
much  dissatisfied  with  it  A  very  general  expression  of  dissatisfa 
tion  was  made — it  was  proposed  and  generally  united  with,  and 
expressed,  that  it  should  be  expunged  m)m  the  minutes  of  the  met 
ing  for  sufferings;  but  Samuel  Bettie,  clerk  of  the  yearly  meetin 
and  a  member  of  the  meeting  for  sufferings,  appeared  to  be  very  u 
willing  to  be  the  servant  ot  the  meeting  in  that  respect,  urged, 
think,  that  it  would  deface  the,  minutes;  but  the  meeting  for  a  tir 
appeared  as  if  it  would  not  be  satisfied  unless  that  was  done.  T 
clerk  did  not  seem  disposed  to  comply  with  the  voice  of  the  met 
ing,  and  it  was  finally  left  with  the  conclusion  that  it  should  not 
published.  It  was  considered  in  the  light  of  a  creed,  and  that  by  tl 
course  of  having  it  on  the  minutes  of  the  meeting  for  sufferin] 
which  I  think  was  a  very  unusual  thing,  that  when  the  minutes  shou 
be  read  in  the  yearly  meeting,  and  that  as  a  part  of  them,  that 
would  be  adopted  by  the  society,  foisted  upon  them  in  that  insidio 
way.  And  from  the  disposition  which  its  friends  manifested  towai 
their  fellow-members  of  society,  indicating  an  arbitrary  dispositic 
Friends  appeared  generally  satisfied,  that  a  check  was  put  to  this  a 
ful  effort  It  was  alleged  by  some  one  of  the  members  of  the  meet! 
tor  sufferings,  that  there  was  no  opposition  to  it  when  it  passed 
the  meeting  for  sufferings.  The  fact  was,  in  the  morning  session  of  t 
meeting  for  sufferings,  those  of  us  who  were  opposed  to  it  express 
that  opposition,  and  continued  it,  while  there  was  any  reason  to  ho 
that  opposition  was  availing,  or  could  be.  Benjamin  Bryant  in  par 
cular  expressed  his  opposition,  on  the  grounds  of  its  unconstitutic 
ality,  with  which  I  think  John  Comly  and  myself  united.  T 
meeting  adjourned  till  aflternoon.  Our  efforts,  who  were  oppose 
having  no  apparent  effect,  unless  it  were  to  protract  its  adoptic 
which  occurred  I  think  till  afternoon,  we  concluded  to  let  c 
Friends  of  an  opposite  judgment  have  their  way,  as  they  were  ap| 
rcntly  determined  on  it  A  jealousy  got  up,  and  diffused  itself 
over  the  society,  from  the  circumstance  of  this  insidious  effort  to  pa 
a  creed  upon  it;  a  society  which  never  had  a  creed,  and  so  far  as  r 
knowledge  extends,  and  I  have  a  pretty  considerable  acquaintan 
with  the  writings  of  our  early  Friends,  never  published  anything, 
wrote  anything,  in  the  form  of  a  creed  for  its  own  members;  but 
divers  occasions  published  declarations  of  what  they  believed,  ger 
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rally  by  indrnduak,  to  vindicate  the  society  from  the  fkliie  chargM 
and  eahimnies  which  were  published  against  them,  in  order  to  makie 
it  appear  that  they  were  not  Christians.  The  society  believing  how, 
as  ttey  did  in  the  first  formation  of  it,  that  the  bond  of  union  by 
which  it  was  bound  together,  was,  and  is,  as  Robert  Barclay  ex- 
presses it  in  his  pamphlet,  called,  ^^  Anarchy  of  the  Ranters,"  the 
"life  of  righteousness,"  by  which  we  understand,  in  the  peculiar 
eharacteristic  phraseology  of  the  society,  the  living  Under  the  govern- 
ment of  the  **  light  within,"  or  in  other  words,  "  Christ  within." 
This  jealousy  was  generally  manifest,  put  Friends  on  their  guard,  and 
which  was  the  occasion  of  complaints  being  heard  of  such  jealousy 
existing  from  tiie  Orthodox.  Lest  that  meeting  for  sufferings  should 
subvert  the  rights  and  privileges  and  order  of  society,  several  of  the 
quarterly  meetings  came  to  the  conclusion  to  propose,  that  the  mem- 
bers of  that  meetins  should  be  periodically  appointed,  so  as  to  change 
them,  or  continue  them  once  in  three  or  four  years,  as  they  might  feel 
disposed,  in  reference  to  the  qualifications  and  services  of  their  repre- 
sentatives in  that  meeting." 

Here,  then,  you  have  the  history  of  the  effort  to  introduce  a  creed 
on  the  minutes  of  the  meeting  for  sufferings,  with  the  intention  of 
afterwards  prevailing  on  the  yearly  meeting  to  adopt  it  It  was  sig- 
nally defeated ;  but  the  effort  awakened  alarm,  and  spread  shyness 
and  dissension  in  the  society.  This  is  apparent  from  Samuel  Bettle's 
testimony. 

I  draw  another  inference  from  this.  Mr.  Bettle  states  that  **  ho 
knew  every  one"  who  opposed  the  extracts  being  adopted,  and  who 
were  in  favour  of  its  being  stricken  off  the  minutes,  and  they  <'  have 
dl  MQce  gone  off  in  the  separation;"  that  is,  are  not  in  connection 
with  the  Orthodox  party.  It  is  manifest  that  the  opposition  was  not 
on  the  doctrinal  subjects  embraced  in  the  extracts,  but  on  account  of 
the  inridious  attempt  thus  to  palm  a  creed  on  the  society.  They 
did  not  attempt  to  reject  the  doctrines  of  the  extracts,  but  the  effort 
was  to  put  down  the  adoption  of  anything  in  the  nature  of  a  creed. 
For  when  Mr.  Bettle  suggested  that  if  they  rejected  the  extracts,  it 
would  be  a  disavowal  of  the  writings  of  ancient  Friends,  from  which 
they  were  taken,  they  found  themselves  delicately  situated.  If  they 
received  it,  they  would  be  adopting  a  creed.  If  they  rejected  it,  it 
would  be  construed  into  an  implied  disowning  of  the  writings  of  ap- 
proved Friends,  and  an  acknowledgment  of  some  other  creed,  since 
the  formal  rejection  of  one  creed,  under  the  circumstances  of  its  being 
presented,  would  be  regarded  as  an  implied  adoption  of  another.  In 
this  delicate  situation,  they  resolved  to  have  the  Extracts  locked  up, 
never  to  see  the  light  Up  to  the  time  of  the  separation,  they  re- 
mained in  the  secret  archives  of  the  society.  Those  Extracts  never 
eame  before  the  public. 

From  other  facts  I  infer  that  the  society  never  had  any  formal 
ereed.  All  the  evidence  that  has  been  laid  before  the  court,  shows 
that  this  society  admit  o{  birthright  membership;  no  aodeXy  vcv^Vvv^ 
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Presbyterians,  Episcopalians,  or  Baptists,  are  not  admitted  to  mei 
bership  in  their  respective  churches  on  the  ground  of  their  paret 
being  members;  they  must  da  tome  act  to  show  that  they  adopt 
accord  in  the  distinguishing  belief  of  the  particular  sect 

Again,  in  the  admission  of  members  into  the  society  of  Friends  i 
convincenienty  they  are  admitted  without  any  confession  of  fait 
The  inquiry  is  principally  as  to  a  belief  in  the  fundamental  doctrine 
the  society— of  the  light  within:  and  whether  the  profession  of  it 
a  pretence  or  a  reality,  is  sought  to  be  ascertained  by  inquiring  if 
has  produced  the  only  sure  evidence  of  its  reality — a  life  of  righteou 
ness  and  purity. 

In  the  next  place,  I  regard  it  as  an  important  fact,  that  in  the  a 
pointment  of  ministers  and  elders,  no  declaration  of  faith  is  require 
Samuel  Bettle,  in  his  testimony,  page  75  of  the  first  volume,  stat 
this  expressly;  and  when  we  turn  to  the  Discipline,  we  do  not  fii 
any  article  in  which  the  members  of  the  society,  either  in  admissio 
or  in  any  stage  of  church  advancement,  are  required  to  declare  the 
faith.  It  (the  Discipline)  is  principally  a  rule  in  regard  to  condui 
showing  that  doctrines  and  principles  are  regarded  as  the  outwa 
bond,  and  a  life  of  righteousness  as  the  inward  bond  of  their  beii 
together;  for  it  deals  with  the  outward  acts  and  conduct  of  the  mei 
hers  bf  tlie  society,  and  is  its  exterior ^  not  inward  hedge  of  presc 
vation. 

In  the  first  and  second  pages  of  the  Introduction  to  the  Disciplic 
it  is  said,  <<  As  it  hath  pleased  the  Lord,  in  these  latter  days,  by  1^ 
spirit  and  power,  to  gather  a  people  to  himself,  and  releasing  the 
from  the  impositions  and  teachings  of  men,  to  inspire  them  wi 
degrees  of  the  same  universal  love  and  good-will  by  which  the  d: 
pensation  of  the  gospel  was  ushered  in,  these  have  been  engaged 
meet  together  for  the  worship  of  God  in  spirit,  according  to  the  c 
rection  of  the  holy  Lawgiver;  as  also  for  the  exercise  of  a  tender  ca 
over  each  other,  that  all  may  be  preserved  in  unity  of  faith  ai 
practice,  answerable  to  the  description  which  He,  the  ever  blessi 
shepherd,  gave  of  his  flock:  <  By  this  shall  all  men  know  that  ye  a 
my  disciples,  if  ye  have  love  one  to  another. '  John  xiii.  35.  F 
this  important  end,  and  as  an  exterior  hedge  of  preservation  to 
against  the  many  temptations  and  dangers  to  which  our  situation 
this  world  exposes  us,  the  following  rules  have  been  occasional 
adopted  by  the  society,  and  now  form  our  code  of  discipline:  in  tl 
exercise  whereof,  it  is  to  be  observed,  if  any  member  be  found  in 
conduct  subversive  of  its  order,  or  repugnant  to  the  testimonies  whii 
we  believe  we  are  entrusted  with  for  the  promotion  of  truth  in  tl 
earth,  it  becomes  our  indispensable  duty  to  treat  with  such  in  mee 
ness  and  brotherly  compassion,  without  unnecessary  delay  or  impr 
per  exposure,  according  to  the  direction  of  our  Lord  to  his  churc! 
<  If  thy  brother  shall  trespass  against  thee,  go  and  tell  him  his  fau 
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between  thee  and  him  alone;  if  he  shall  hear  thee,  thou  hast  gained 
thy  brother/  "  &c. 

Again,  in  page  20  of  the  same  book :  '<  It  is  advised,  that  where, 
there  is  any  appearance  of  dissension  and  variance,  or  of  unkind  re- 
sentment and  shyness  among  our  members,  the  parties  be  timely  and 
tenderly  apprized  of  the  danger  to  which  they  thereby  expose  both 
themselves  and  others,  and  earnestly  exhorted  to  mutual  conde- 
scension and  forgiveness,  becoming  the  followers  of  Christ;  and  if 
any,  notwithstanding  such  endeavours  for  their  help,  continue  to 
manifest  an  implacable  enmity  to  others,  the  overseers  or  other  solid 
Friends  of  the  preparative  or  monthly  meeting  they  belong  to,  should 
be  informed  thereof,  and  labour  further  with  them ;  when,  if  they 
shall  prove  inflexible,  they  ought  to  be  testified  against,  as  out  of  the 
unity  oftht  body,  the  very  end  of  whose  existence  is  the  promotion 
of  ^ peace  on  earthy  and  good  vnll  among  men/  '' 

So  also,  in  pages  21  and  22,  they  assert  the  liberty  of  conscience 
as  being  the  common  right  of  all  men,  and  particularly  essential  to 
the  well  being  of  all  religious  societies,  and  subject  their  members  to 
being  treated  with  for  conduciy  not  faith. 

In  the  only  chapter  of  the  Discipline  which  seems  to  treat  about 
Uth  or  doctrines — it  is  headed  <<  Conduct  and  Conversation;"  and 
after  recommending  to  their  consideration  the  example  of  <'  the  great 
Captain  of  our  salvation,"  and  advising  that  such  be  dealt  with  who 
are  given  to  unseemly  or  scandalous  practices,  or  guilty  of  gross  or 
notorious  crimes,  or  such  other  disorderly  or  indecent  practices  as 
shall  occasion  public  scandal — the  Discipline,  under  the  same  chapter 
and  head,  in  page  24,  proceeds:  <<  If  any  in  membership  with  us  shall 
blaspheme  or  speak  profanely  of  Almighty  God,  Christ  Jesus,  or  the 
Holy  Spirit,  he  or  she  ought  early  to  be  tenderly  treated  with  for  the 
instruction  and  convincement  of  their  understanding,  that  they  may 
experience  repentance  and  forgiveness.  But  should  any,  notwithstand- 
bg  this  brotherly  labour,  persist  in  their  error,  or  deny  the  divinity 
of  our  Lord  and  Saviour  Jesus  Christ,  the  immediate  revelation  of 
the  Holy  Spirit,  or  the  authenticity  of  the  Scriptures,  as  it  is  manifest 
they  are  not  one  in  faith  with  us,  the  monthly  meeting  where  the 
party  belongs,  having  extended  due  care  for  the  help  and  benefit  of 
the  individual  without  effect,  ought  to  declare  the  same,  and  issue 
their  testimony  accordingly." 

This  clause  in  the  Discipline  is  of  recent  origin,  and  I  believe  did 
not  exist  until  after  the  year  1796;  and  the  court  will  not  fail  to  re- 
cognise its  close  adherence  to  the  statute  of  New  Jersey,  passed  in 
that  year.  Revised  Laws,  246:  "That  if  any  person  shall  wilfully 
blaspheme  the  holy  name  of  God,  by  denying,  cursing,  or  contume- 
liously  reproaching  his  being  or  providence,  or  by  cursing  or  contu- 
meliously  reproaching  Jesus  Christ  or  the  Holy  Ghost,  or  the  Chris- 
tian religion,  or  the  holy  word  of  God,  that  is,  the  canonical  Scriptures 
contained  in  the  bookd  of  the  Old  and  New  Testament,  or  by  pro- 
fanely scoffing  at  or  exposing  them,  or  any  of  them,  to  oontem^t  axid 
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ridicule,  then  every  person  so  offending  shall,  on  conviction,  be 
punished,"  &c. 

Hence  it  is  obvious,  that  it  is  the  acts  or  conduct  of  the  member, 
that  make  him  the  subject  of  expulsion.  If  a  man  in  New  Jersey  blas- 
phemes, he  is  guilty  of  a  crime;  and  the  Discipline  of  the  society  treats 
the  conduct  of  a  member  in  openly  blaspheming,  &c.  as  cause  of  ex- 
pulsion. Strange  if  it  did  not!  But  is  it  not  also  more  strange,  that 
this  part  of  the  Discipline  should  be  referred  to  by  Hendrickson,  and 

Sravely  produced  as  evidence  to  sustain  the  particular  creed  of  the 
Orthodox  ? 

The  Discipline,  so  far  as  it  relates  to  doctrines,  applies  only  to 
cases  of  denial  (which  must  be  an  outward  act)  of  the  divinity  of 
Christ,  of  the  immediate  revelation  of  the  Holy  Spirit,  and  of  the 
authenticity  of  the  Scriptures.  It  goes  no  further;  there  is  nothing 
in  it  about  the  atonement,  the  trinity,  or  the  mode  of  interpreting  the 
Scriptures.  And  in  that  chapter  of  the  Discipline,  page  96,  entitled, 
**  Of  the  Scriptures  of  the  Old  and  New  Testament,"  it  prescribes: 
^  We  tenderly  and  earnestly  advise  and  exhort  all  parents  and  heads 
of  families,  that  they  endeavour  to  instruct  their  children  and  families 
in  the  doctrines  and  precepts  qf  the  Christian  religion  as  contained 
in  the  Scriptures;  and  that  they  excite  them  to  the  diligent  reading 
of  those  excellent  writings,  which  plainly  set  forth  the  miraculous 
conception,  birth,  holy  life,  wonderful  works,  blessed  example,  meri- 
torious death,  and  glorious  resurrection,  ascension,  and  mediation  of 
our  Lord  and  Saviour  Jesus  Christ;  and  to  educate  their  children  in 
the  belief  of  those  important  truths,  as  well  as  in  the  belief  of  the 
inward  manifestation  and  operation  of  the  Holy  Spirit  on  their  own 
tninds^  that  they  may  reap  the  benefit  and  advantage  thereof  for 
(heir  own  peace  and  everlasting  happiness,  which  is  infinitely  prefer- 
able to  all  other  considerations.^' 

From  this  the  inference  is  plain,  that  the  society  have  not,  by  any 
discipline  or  outward  bond,  bound  any  one  in  relation  to  his  mode 
of  faith  or  belief  on  these  subjects.  The  discipline  of  the  society 
considers  the  doctrines  and  precepts  of  the  Christian  religion,  as 
plainly  set  forth  in  the  Scriptures,  and  refers  to  the  inward  manifes- 
tation and  operation  of  the  Holy  Spirit  in  their  own  minds,  as  the 
sure  means  of  reaping  the  benefit  and  advantage  thereof,  for  their 
own  peace  and  everlasting  happiness.  As  to  those  great,  important, 
and  consoling  truths  of  our  holy  religion,  the  miraculous  conception, 
birth,  holy  life,  wonderful  works,  blessed  example,  meritorious  death, 
and  glorious  resurrection,  ascension,  and  mediation  of  our  Lord  and 
Saviour  Jesus  Christ,  it  considers  them  as  plainly  set  forth  in  the 
Scriptures,  and  to  be  understood  by  tlie  teachings  of  the  inward  ope- 
ration of  the  Holy  Spirit  in  their  own  minds.  But  it  does  not,  it 
could  not,  without  denying  their  fundamental  doctrine,  prescribe  a 
creed,  or  make  a  faitli  to  bind  the  manifestation  or  operation  of  the 
Holy  Spirit  in  their  minds.  Hence,  the  discipline  makes  it  the  pa- 
ramount duty  of  parents  and  heads  of  families,  to  cause  their  children 
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lo  be  iMtrueted  in  the  great  truths  contained  in  the  Holy  Scripturei, 
wt  does  not  prescribe  tne  mode  of  faith.  They  well  knew  that  the 
litposition  of  roan  to  be  wiaer  than  his  God,  to  fetter  the  mind  thi^t 
be  sovereign  Lord  of  conscience  had  created  free,  and  to  bind  the 
ooseience  which  owns  no  chains  but  those  formed  of  heavenly  ma** 
mals,  had  made  the  Christian  religion,  which  is  one  of  peace  and 
oodwill  to  man,  seem  a  religion  of  contention,  hatred,  and  blood. 
Haying  endeavoured  to  show  the  doctrines  of  the  ancient  Friends 
nd  approved  writers  among  them,  on  the  subjects  ip  controversy, 
ad  shown,  as  I  trust  I  have,  that  the  doctrines  of  the  Orthodox  now 
Qt  forth  in  their  bill  and  answer  on  the  trinity,  the  atonement,  and 
le  Scriptures,  were  not  the  doctrines  of  ancient  Friends,  or  if  any 
Btertained  them,  a  large  majority  of  them  held  different  doctrines 
a  those  subjects,  or  at  least  that  free  toleration  existed;  it  is  now  my 
aty  to  investigate  the  opinion  delivered  by  the  court  below,  and 
^hieh  we  seek  to  reverse. 

Chief  Justice  Ewing,  in  his  opinion,  states  that  he  haS  not  examined 
le  point  of  doctrines.     In  page  58  of  his  opinion,  he  says,  *^  and  I  re-  « 
riee  that  I  have  not  been  constrained  to  inquire  into  that  charge  of 
sparture  so  freely  and  frequently  urged  against  the  members  of  the 
rreen  street  meeting.     In  any  remarks  I  have  made,  I  am  not  to  be 
nderstood  as  asserting  or  countenancing  such  a  charge."    But  Judge 
(rake  takes  a  different  view  of  the  subject     He  founds  his  opinion 
pon  the  ground,  that  it  was  sufficiently  established  tiiat  the  ^^triaofL 
rowed  by  Hendrickson  in  his  bill  and  answer,  as  the  cra^^f  tfl6 
rthodox,  have  been  avowedly  and  generally  held  by  the  society  tf 
riends,  and  that  these  doctrines  are  essential,  important,  and  funda* 
lental;  and  that  Decow  and  his  party,  not  having  <<made  it  appear"  ^ 
lat  their  faith  or  doctrines  cori*espond  with  the  r^ligipis  faith  of  the 
)ciety  of  Friends,  therefore  have  no  right  to  any  part  of  thoifund  in 
uestioD. 

Judge  Drake  is,  I  conceive,  in  error  in  the  out^t,  in  point  of  fact 
ad  in  point  of  law ;  but  with  the  latter  I  shall  not  trouble  the  court 
t  present  He  is  in  error  as  to  fact-=-I  ask  attention  to  what  he  con- 
ders  the  point  of  difference  between  the  two  parties;  and  if  it  shall 
ppear  to  your  honours  that  the  Judge  was  mistaken  with  regard  to 
16  ground  of  the  dispute,  his  opinion  will  not  be  entitled  to  that 
eference  to  which  otherwise  it  would  be  entitled.  He  started  wrong. 
In  page  73  of  the  printed  decision,  he  gives  an  extract  from  Hen- 
riekson's  answer  to  the  bill  of  interpleader,  and  in  page  75,  an  ex- 
"act  from  Decow's  answer,  and  treats  them  as  declaring  the  ground 
r  difference  between  the  parties. 

Now  with  all  deference  I  submit  to  the  court,  that  the  learned 
udgie  has  fallen  into  an  error,  in  not  apprehending  the  true  grounds 
dm  by  the  respective  parties  in  the  pleadings.  It  will  be  necessary 
Mr  me,  therefore,  with  the  permission  of  this  honourable  court,  to 
ive  the  true  state  of  the  issue.  I  shall  thereby  render  myself  liable 
a  the  iflapotation  of  repetition^  but  my  duty  renders  it  neceatvc^  toe 
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me  to  incur  this,  rather  than  to  leave  siich  an  error  uncorrected.  The 
Judge  correctly  understands  and  quotes  the  grounds  upon  which 
Joseph  Hendrickson  places  his  right,  and  that  of  the  Orthodox  party, 
to  the  whole  fund  in  question,  to  the  exclusion  of  Decow  and  his 
friends,  as  far  as  he  has  quoted  them.  But  with  submission  and  all 
proper  deference  to  the  learned  Judge,  it  seems  to  me  that  he  has 
mistaken  the  grounds  upon  which  Decow  places  his  right,  and  that 
of  Friends. 

So  far  as  relates  to  doctrines,  Hendrickson  avers,  first,  what  he 
considers  to  be  the  doctrines  of  the  ancient  society  of  Friends.  Se- 
condly, That  the  Orthodox  party  hold  those  doctrines.  Thirdly, 
That  the  Friends  do  not,  but  entertain  opinions  entirely  repugnant 
and  contrary  thereto.  It  further  appears  from  the  allegations  of  both 
parties,  that  up  to  the  time  of  the  division,  or  at  all  events  up  to  the 
introduction  of  the  creed  in  1823,  the  Orthodox  and  the  Friends  were 
members  of  the  same  society  of  Friends;  but  Hendrickson  avers  that 
since  that  timef  the  Hicksites,  as  he  terms  them,  have  seceded  not 

#only  from  the  faith,  but  from  the  religious  institutions  and  govern- 
ment of  the  society  of  Friends,  and  that  he  does  not  believe  that  the 
Hicksites  adhere  to  the  doctrines  of  the  Christian  religion  as  professed 
by  the  ancient  Friends,  and  that  they  seem  of  late  unwilling  to  di- 
vulge their  particular  religious  tenets,  and  contend  that  there  are  no 
particular  religious  doctrines  held  by  the  society  of  Friends;  and  he 
ai$o  alines,  that  the  discipline  of  the  society,  among  other  things, 
«'\^lat€*  to  the  preservation  of  sound  religious  doctrines  among 
EWeuds,  the  members  of  the  society,  and  among  others,  especially  to 
the  preservation  of  the  doctrines  above  stated^  as  maintained  by  the 

•Orthodox.'^ 

In  all  thesejj^egation^,  Hendrickson  takes  the  affirmative;  Decow, 
on  the  o^ntrary,  in  respect  to  all  of  them,  is  put  on  his  defence:  and 
it  would  be  sufficient  for  him  to  deny  the  allegations,  and  leave  the 
Orthodox  to  maintain  them  by  proof.  Decow,  however,  has  gone 
farther;  after,  in  page  51,  denying  ^<  that  he  and  his  associates  have 
seceded  either  from  the  faith  or  religious  institutions  and  government 
of  the  society  of  Friends^  and  the  ancient  yearly  meeting  in  Phila- 
delphia;" and  again  in  page  52,  denying  <<  that  the  society  of  Friends 
to  which  he  belongs,  have  seceded  from  the  faith,  the  religious  insti- 
tutions, or  government  of  the  ancient  religious  society  of  Friends, 
or  from  the  ancient  legitimate  yearly  meeting  of  the  same  at  Phila- 
delphia;" he,  in  page  51,  insists  <Mhat  he  and  the  Friends  associated 
with  him,  comprising  full  three-fourths  of  the  original  society,  con- 
stitute and  compose  the  great  body  of  the  society  of  Friends,  which 
name  they  still  adhere  to,  and  allege  that  they  still  hold  and  are  en- 
deayourijig  to  maintain  the  doctrines,  fundamental  religious  princi- 
ples, discipline,  and  niles  of  government  of  the  ancient  religious 
society  of  Friends,  or  people  called  Quakers;"  and  in  page  47,  he 
avers  that  he  and  his  friends  <'are  united  in  the  same  system  of  dis- 
eipline,  maintaining  the  same  testimonies,  and  holding  the  same  reli- 
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gioas  faith  as  their  fbrefathers  and  the  ancient  society  of  Friends  did/^ 
He  then  proceeds  to  state  what  he  considers  that  faith  or  doctrine  to 
be:  in  JMge  45,  Decow  says,  in  his  answer,  <<The  society  of  Friends 
acknowledge  no  head  but  Christ,  and  no  principle  of  authority  or 
gOTeroment  in  the  church,  but  the  love  and  power  of  God  operating 
00  the  heart,  and  thence  influencing  the  judgment,  and  producing  an 
I    unity  of  feeling,  brotherly  sympathy,  and  condescension  to  each 
other.     The  great  fundamental  principle  of  the  society,  the  divine 
light  and  power  operating  on  the  soul,  being  acknowledged  by  all  its 
members  as  the  effective  bond  of  union — the  right  of  each  individual 
to  judge  of  the  true  meaning  of  Scripture  testimony  relating  to  the 
doctrines  of  Christianity,  according  to  the  best  evidence  in  his  own 
Bind,  uncontrolled  by  the  arbitrary  dictation  of  his  equally  fallible 
fellow-man,  hath  been  as  well  tacitly  as  explicitly  admitted  by  the 
society.''     la  page  49,  he  insists,  ^<that  by  the  law  and  constitution 
of  New  Jersqr,  the  rights  of  property  are  sacred  and  inviolable,  and 
cinnot  be  taken  from  an  individual  or  religious  assiciation  without 
bis  or  their  consent;  and  more  especially,  that  it  cannot  be  made  to 
dqpend  on  the  test  of  any  religious  creed  framed  after  its  vesting^ 
Hid  artfoUy  prepared  by  a  minority  to  answer  its  purposes."     He 
further  avers,  <<that  the  Chesterfield  preparative  meeting  of  Friends 
at  Crosswicks,  to  which  he  belongs,  is  thesame  Chesterfield  prepa- 
rative meeting  of  Friends  at  Crosswicks,  under  whose  care  the  said 
sebool  fi;ind  was  placed  by  the  contributors  thereto,  and  are  ^identified 
with  them  in  due  and  regular  succession,  and  are  a  part  of  WlAni 


society  of  Friends.  That  they  believe  in  the  Christian  r^igicyiLas 
eoDtained  in  the  New  Testament,  and  as  professed  by  ancient  Ff4enas, 
and  adhere  to  the  religious  institutions  and  government  of  the  societj^ 
of  Friends,  bear  the  same  cardinal  testimonies  as  ai|||held  most  im- 
portant and  characteristic  in  the  said  socie^,^'  ftc.  ^bi  ])affe  50,  he 
iobmits  to  the  court,  <<  that  tlie  only  legitimate  inquiry  before  this 
taaxtf  respects  the  right  of  property  to  the  bond  and  mortgage,  and 
the  money  due  thereon,  and  that  neither  this  nor  any  oth^  court 
have  a  right  to  institute  an  inquest  into  the  consciences  or  faith  of 
members  of  religious  societies  or  associations,  or  to  subject  them  to 
Che  ordeal  of  a  creed  prepared  by  those  ciaii^ing  adversely,  in  order 
to  disfranchise  or  deprive  them  of  their  property  or  legal  rights." 

It  is  obvious,  then,  that  Decow  does  avow  what  he  considers  th#^ 
laith  of  ancient  Friends,  and  his  associates.  It  is  first,  a  belief  in  the^  • 
great  fundamental  principle  of  the  society  of  Friends,  the  divine  light 
and  power  of  God  operating  on  the  human  soul,  or  immediate  objec- 
tive revelation ;  and  secondly,  a  belief  in  the  Christian  religion  as 
eontained  in  the  New  Testament,  and  as  professed  by  ancient  Friends. 
Tbeat  he  avers  to  be  the  fundamental  truths  of  the  societyi  and  al- 
dioo|^  he  does  not  directly  so  state,  his  protest  implies  that  the  creed 
set  up,  in  Hendrickson's  bill  and  answer,  was  artfully  prepared^  by  a 
minority  after  the  vesting  of  the  fund,  to  answer  their  purposes. 

But  then  the  learned  judge  says  there  is  nothing  chQLT9L^\«c\«^\^  vcw 
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abelief  in  the  ^Chrifitian  religion  as  contained  in  the Nei^ Testament." 
With  all  respect  to  the  learned  judee  it  appears  to  me,  that  there  is 
something  very  charactefistic  in  a  oelief  in  the  Christian  religion  as 
contained  in  the  Scriptures.  It  was  the  character,  and  the  only 
character  of  the  professors  of  Christianity  for  more  than  two  centu- 
ries after  the  death  of  our  Saviour,  and  until  the  introduction  of  a 
word  not  found  in  the  Scriptures, — the  word  trinity, — brought  or- 
thodoxy, and  heresy,  and  persecution,  and  hatred,  and  malice,  and 
fire  and  faggot,  and  blood  among  the  professors  of  Christianity.  All 
sects  do  not  unite  in  believing  in  this  religion,  as  contained  in  the 
Scriptures.  Many  make  a  faith  for  themselves  out  of  the  Scrip- 
tures: not  what  is  contained  in  it.  They  frame  it  themselves. 
Let  them.  I  do  not  deny  their  right.  But  when  Fox  arose,  there 
were  one  hundred  and  seventy-six  different  sects,  who,  in  the  lan- 
guage of  Stephen  Crisp,  had  made  faith  and  creeds,  and  ordered  re- 
ligion themselves.  And  the  object  of  Fox,  and  Penn,  and  Barclay, 
and  Crisp,  and  ttie  other  ancient  Friends,  was  to  <<  place  true  Christian- 
ity upon  its  old  basis  and  foundation,  whereon  it  was  placed  at  firsts 
for  Christianity  had  been  justlcd  from  its  first  foundation;  for  in- 
stead of  loving  God  with  all  their  hearts,  and  their  neighbours  as 
themselves,  they  hated  them."  (Stephen  Crisp's  Sermon,  page  29.) 
<<  To  love  God  above  all  things,  and  our  neighbours  as  ourselves,  is 
the  sjtim  not  only  of  the  law,  but  the  gospel,"  says  Barclay,  page  679. 
And  it  was  to  restore  universal  Christian  love  and  charity,  that  Fox 
pmch^ljr  Barclay  and  Penn  wrote,  and  so  many  Quaker  martyn 
ofiiHrecr  \hcir  lives.  It  was  a  glorious  and  blessed  undertaking  to 
rcst(^  the  Christian  religion  to  be  believed  as  contained  in  the  Scrip- 
r^tures.  If  you  strike  tlvit  from  the  Quaker  faith,  you  strike  thai 
which,  in  my  jMimble  opinion,  constitutes  not  otAy  \Xs  ^^  charaeter- 
istiCf^^  tyt  itsfiistir/guiOT)ing  excellence. 

Again,  Stacy  Decow  in  his  answer,  page  47,  affirms,  <<  that  he  and 
his  associates  are  united  in  the  same  system  of  discipline,  maintain 
the  same  testimonies,  and  hold  the  same  religious  faith  as  their  fore- 
fathers and  the  ancient  religious  society  of  Friends."  Do  they  not 
then,  recognise,  adopt,  and  entertain  the  faith  prescribed  by  the  dis- 
cipline ?  Does  not  the  whole  include  the  parts?  Was  it  necessary  foi 
Decow  to  have  set  forth  the  whole  of  the  discipline  in  his  answer! 
^t  is  in  evidence,  thai  since  the  separation,  each  party  adopt  the  same 
'•f  discipline,  so  far  as  regards  what  bears  upon  this  point.  Does  not 
Decow,  when,  in  page  51  of  his  answer,  he  insists  that  ho  and  the 
gi*eat  body  of  the  society  of  Friends  with  whom  he  is  associated,  stil! 
hold,  and  endeavour  to  maintain  and  support,  the  doctrines,  funda- 
mental religious  principles,  discipline,  and  rules  of  government  of  the 
ancient  i^ligious  society  of  Friends, — adopt  the  faith  of  the  ancient 
tociety  of  Friends?  Was  it  necessary  that  he  should  set  forth  what 
that  Wth  was  ?  Must  he  cover  the  whole  ground  of  doctrinal  sub- 
jects of  Quakerism, — show  their  doctrine  upon  baptism,  the  Lord'f 
Bupper?  &c.  &c.  The  allegation  against  Decow  and  his  friends  is, 
auostantially,  that  he  has  departed  from  the  faith  of  ancient  Friends. 
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I  io  relation  to  the  trinity,  the  atonement,  and  the  Scriptures:  he 
I  deoiea  that  ho  has  departed  from  the  faith  at  all.  Again,  the  judge 
I  appeals  to  me  to  have  erred  in  the  outset,  when,  in  page  76  of  his 
I  opinion,  he  says,  that  ^  Decow  distinctly  advances  the  right  of  each 
individual  to  judge  of  the  true  meaning  of  Scripture  testimony,  re- 
lating to  the  doctrines  of  Christianity,  according  to  the  best  evidence 
io  his  own  mind.''  He  docs  no  such  thing.  What  Decow  says,  is, 
''that  the  divine  light  and  power  operating  on  the  soul  being  ac- 
koowledged  by  all  its  members  as  the  eOTcctive  bond  of  union,  the 
right  of  each  individual  to  judge  of  the  true  meaning  of  Scripture 
testimony,  relating  to  the  doctrine  of  Christianity,  according  to  the 
best  evidence  in  his  own  mind,  uncontrolled  by  the  arbitrary  dicta- 
tion of  his  equally  fallible  fellow-man,  hath  been  as  well  tacitly- as 
explicitly  admitted  by  the  society."  A  very  different  thing.  Will 
my  man  deny  that  this  right  hath  been  as  well  tacitly  as  explicitly 
admitted  by  the  society.  Does  not  Fox,  and  Pcnn,  and  Barclay,  and 
til  the  ancient  approved  writers  of  the  society  both  tacitly  and  ex- 
plicitly admit  it  ?  Do  not  all  the  yearly  meeting  acts  of  the  society — 
the  absence  of  creeds — the  silence  of  the  yearly  meeting  epistles,  and 
the  fact  that  nothing  approaching  to  a  creed  hath  ever  been  put  forth 
by  any  members  of  the  society  in  any  other  than  Scripture  language, 
tacitly  admit  it  ?  Does  not  the  discipline  of  the  society  explicitly 
admit  this  right  in  page  1  and  20,  already  cited  ?  And  does  not  the 
discipline  also  expressly  admit  it,  when  in  page  96,  it  advises  parents 
to  educate  their  children  in  the  belief  of  those  important  truths,  to 
wit:  ^  the  doctrines  and  precepts  of  the  Christian  religion,  as  contained 
in  the  Scriptures,  as  well  as  in  the  belief  of  the  inward  manifestation 
and  operation  of  the  Holy  Spirit  on  their  own  minds,  that  they  may 
reap  the  benefit  and  advantage  thereof.^'  Again,  the  judge  has  erred, 
I  think,  in  saying  that  Decow,  in  enumerating  other  objects  of  dis- 
cipline, would  give  us  to  understand,  that  this  is  a  right,  (that  is,  to 
judge  of  the  Scriptures,)  the  exercise  of  which  is  beyond  the  control 
of  the  discipline  of  the  society.  In  no  part  of  the  answer  can  any- 
thing be  found  to  warrant  this  construction.  It  is  a  gratuitous  asser- 
tion, or  at  least  a  singular  error  of  construction,  but  a  fatal  error  to 
the  rights  of  my  clients,  as  it  gives  a  complexion  to  the  whole  case, 
different  from  the  truth.  Decow  cannot  justly,  I  think,  or  fairly,  be  so 
far  stultified  as  to  admit  his  obedience  to  the  discipline  in  one  breatl^ 
and  deny  his  obligation  to  conform  to  it  in  the  next.  Where  thf, 
judge  finds  this  construction,  I  know  not.     It  is  not  in  the  answer. 

Decow  has  declared  his  belief  in  the  Christian  religion,  as  contained 
in  the  Scriptures,  and  his  adherence  to  the  discipline  of  the  society 
which  inhibits  a  denial  of  the  divinity  of  our  Saviour,  the  immediate 
revelation  of  the  Holy  Spirit,  or  the  authenticity  of  the  Scriptures.  He 
thereby  adopts  them  as  part  of  the  faith  of  the  society,  and  holds  and 
entertains  it.  As  well  might  it  be  pretended  that  he  does  not  adhere 
to  the  other  matters  enumerated  in  the  discipline,  because  he  does  not 
expreae  any  opinion  in  regard  to  them,  individually  atvd  oe^^ax^XfcV]. 
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<^  But/^  says  the  judge^  in  same  page,  *^  although  Decow,  in  his 
answer,  has,  in  some  measure,  declared  the  faith  of  the  party  to 
which  he  belongs,  yet  he  denies  that  this,  or  any  other  court,  has  a 
right  to  institute  an  inquest  into  the  consciences  or  faith  of  members 
of  religious  associations.  But  can  this  denial  be  well  founded  ?  May 
this  fund  be  divided  and  subdivided  as  often  as  this  body  shall  sepa- 
rate, and  parts  of  it,  from  time  to  time,  be  diverted  from  its  de- 
dared  purpose,  and  appropriated  to  the  education  of  the  children  of 
persons  connected  with  other  religious  persuasions,  or  of  no  religion 
at  all;  and  yet  that  no  court  can  control  it!" 

How  unjust  is  this !  What  a  misconception,  I  had  almost  said  per- 
version. All  that  Decow  denies,  and  I  beg  the  court  to  turn  to  it, 
is  the  inquisitorial  power  of  tht  court.  In  other  words,  he  insists 
that  the  faith  of  men  must  be  shown  by  their  acts  or  by  /Aetr  pro- 
fessions: and  that  courts  cannot  appeal  to  the  conscience  of  the  man 
himself  to  try  whether  he  believes  up  to  the  faith  he  professes. 

•And  in  this  enlightened  age  of  jurisprudence,  dare  judge  Drake,  or 
any  other  judge,  assert  as  law,  that  this  or  any  other  court  has  a  right 
to  institute  an  inquest  into  the  consciences  or  faith  of  members  of 
religious  societies,  or  subject  them  to  the  ordeal  of  a  creed  prepared 
by  those  claiming  adversely  in  order  to  disfranchise  or  deprive  them 
of  their  property  or  legal  rights  ?  The  denial  is  well  founded,  and  I 
r^ret  that  it  should  have  been  misunderstood.  In  respect  to  this 
protest,  it  rests  not  only  on  the  whole  system  of  our  government, 
our  laws,  and  our  constitution,  but  on  the  highest  Quaker  authority, 
^their  discipline,  and  William  Penn.  William  Penn,  in  his  preface 
to  Fox^s  Journal,  already  cited,  page  32,  says,  that  neither  temporal 
or  ecclesiastical  courts  have  a  right  to  prescribe  anything  in  regard  to 
faith  or  worship;  and  that  the  attempt  is  <<  never  to  be  submitted  to." 
Strong  language  for  a  Friend. 

Barclay,  on  whom  so  much  dependence  is  placed  by  the  opposite 
side,  has,  in  page  241,  (already  cited,)  denied  the  right  of  the  church 
to  interfere  about  doctrines  or  principles,  as  such,  unless  accompanied 
by  a  manifestation  that  a  member  hath  broken  the  inward  bond  by  a 
departure  from  the  life  of  righteousness. 

The  history  of  the  society  shows  that  they  have  always  main- 
tained, that  no  human  tribunal  has  a  right  to  institute  an  inquisition 
into  their  principles  of  belief. 

The  glorious  principle  that  no  man  or  body  of  men  have  a  right 

rule  over  men^s  consciences  in  religious  matters,  was  first  incorpo- 
rated in  civil  institutions  by  Quakers;  and  it  has  been  steadily  main- 
tained by  them  ever  since,  and  forms  a  fundamental  article  of  their 
discipline. 

In  voL^3,  Page's  Chancery  Reports,  page  296,  will  be  found  a 
strong  case  on  this  point;  and  as  the  opinion  of  the  court  cannot  well 
be  abridged,  I  shaH  read  it  at  length.  (Here  the  learned  counsel 
read  the  opinion  at  length,  and  then  resumed  his  argument) 

Here  we  have  the  opinion  of  an  enlightened  judge,  that  a  temporal 
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coart  has  no  right  to  inquire  into  spiritual  matters.  The  principle 
is,  that  societies  are  to  be  tested  by  their  professions,  or  by  their  acts; 
aod  that  no  court  has  a  right  to  establish  an  inquisition  into  the  belief 
of  any  individual.  If  he  professes  to  adopt  and  entertain  the  faith 
and  hold  to  the  discipline  of  the  society,  it  is  enough,  unless  he  can 
ba  met  by  overt  acts.  Decow  does  not  assert,  nor  have  his  counsel 
ever  pretended  that  the  court  cannot  inquire  into  the  badges  of  dis- 
tinction by  which  the  society  of  Friends  are  known,  or  that  they  may 
not  notice  religious  opinions  as  facts  pointing  out  the  ownership  of 
property.  It  is  the  mode  of  arriving  at  these  facts,  that  creates  the 
dispute.  We  deny  the  power  of  any  court  to  c6mpel  a  party,  who 
professes  to  belong  to  that  society,  to  answer  as  to  his  belief  in  the 
pirticular  tenets  of  that  society.  You  cannot  compel  an  Episcopalian, 
who  professes  to  believe  in  the  faith  of  that  church,  to  state  the  mode 
of  his  belief  in  any  or  all  of  the  thirty-nine  articles;  nor  a  Calvinist, 
Ac  as  to  their  confessions  of  faith.  You  may  prove  by  competent 
evidence  what  those  articles  and  faith  are,  and  you  may  prove  by  the 
acts  or  professions  of  members  or  societies  their  belief;  farther  you 
cannot  lawfully  or  constitutionally  go.  What  we  deny,  is  the  right 
to  subject  a  man  to  the  mental  torture  of  interrogation,  as  to  how  he 
anderstands  what  he  acknowledges  to  be  the  characteristic  badge  of 
his  society,  or  tenets  of  beli^  or  profession. 

But  how  can  either  Joseph  Hendrickson  or  Stacy  Decow  undertake 
to  say  what  is  the  belief  of  the  society,  on  points  in  which  the  society 
has  not  thought  fit  to  make  an  avowal  of  its  belief.  It  is  true,  Joseph 
Hendrickson  has  done  so.  He  had  more  nerve  than  Stacy  Decow; 
and  he  not  only  avows  what  is  the  belief  of  ancient  Friends,  of  the  Or- 
thodox, and  of  those  he  calls  Hicksites,  but  what  they  do  not  believe. 
But  could  Stacy  Decow  have  gone  further  than  he  did  go,  with  pro- 
priety? He  states  what  he  considers  to  be  the  fundamental  truths  of  the 
ioeiety,  and  refers  to  the  belief  of  ancient  Friends.  He  could  not 
undertake  to  steer  his  course  through  all  the  conflicting  opinions  con- 
tained in  the  books  of  the  approved  writers  of  the  society.  It  would 
have  been  very  rash  and  very  presumptuous  in  him  to  attempt  it 
He  thought  himself  bound,  simply  to  declare  that  he  believed  the 
doctrines  of  Friends,  as  he  understood  them.  And  could  he  go  fur- 
ther? In  point  of  prudence,  he  ought  not  to  have  gone  further.  In 
point  of  conscience,  he  could  not  go  further.  In  point  of  law,  he 
eoold  not  be  compelled  to  go  further. 

In  a  report  to  the  legislature  of  Virginia,  made  by  the  venerable 
patriot,  James  Madison,  in  1785,  there  is  a  passage  in  accordance 
with  the  views  I  have  endeavoured  to  sustain.  It  will  be  found  in 
the  twelfth  volume  of  Niles'  Register,  page  295. 

^  Before  any  man  can  be  considered  a  member  of  civil  society,  he 
most  be  considered  a  subject  of  the  Governor  of  the  universe.  A 
member  of  civil  society,  who  enters  into  any  subordinate  association, 
nmat  always  do  it  with  a  reservation  of  his  duty  to  the  general  autho- 
rity.   Mudi  more  must  any  man  who  becomes  of  any  particular  civil 
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<^  But/^  says  the  judge»  in  same  page^  <<  although  Decow,  in  his 
answer,  has,  in  some  measure,  declared  the  faith  of  the  party  to 
which  he  belongs,  yet  he  denies  that  this,  or  any  other  court,  has  a 
right  to  institute  an  inquest  into  the  consciences  or  faith  of  members 
of  religious  associations.  But  can  this  denial  be  well  founded  ?  May 
this  fund  be  divided  and  subdivided  as  often  as  this  body  shall  sepa- 
rate, and  parts  of  it,  from  time  to  time,  be  diverted  from  its  de- 
clared purpose,  and  appropriated  to  the  education  of  the  children  of 
persons  connected  with  otiier  religious  persuasions,  or  of  no  religion 
at  all;  and  yet  that  no  court  can  control  it!" 

How  unjust  is  this !  What  a  misconception,  I  had  almost  said  per- 
version. All  that  Decow  denies,  and  I  beg  the  court  to  turn  to  it, 
is  the  inquisitorial  power  of  the  court.  In  other  words,  he  insists 
that  the  faith  of  men  must  be  shown  by  their  acts  or  by  their  pro- 
fessions:  and  that  courts  cannot  appeal  to  the  conscience  of  the  man 
himself  to  try  whether  he  believes  up  to  the  faith  he  professes. 

•And  in  this  enlightened  age  of  jurisprudence,  dare  judge  Drake,  or 
any  other  judge,  assert  as  law,  that  this  or  any  other  court  has  a  right 
to  institute  an  inquest  into  the  consciences  or  faith  of  members  of 
religious  societies,  or  subject  them  to  the  ordeal  of  a  creed  prepared 
by  those  claiming  adversely  in  order  to  disfranchise  or  deprive  them 
of  their  property  or  legal  rights  ?  The  denial  is  well  founded,  and  I 
regret  that  it  should  have  been  misunderstood.  In  respect  to  this 
protest,  it  rests  not  only  on  the  whole  system  of  our  government, 
our  laws,  and  our  constitution,  but  on  the  highest  Quaker  authority, 
^their  discipline,  and  William  Penn.  William  Fenn,  in  his  preface 
to  Fox^s  Journal,  already  cited,  page  32,  says,  that  neither  temporal 
or  ecclesiastical  courts  have  a  right  to  prescribe  anything  in  regard  to 
faith  or  worship;  and  that  the  attempt  is  <^  never  to  be  submitted  to." 
Strong  language  for  a  Friend. 

Barclay,  on  whom  so  much  dependence  is  placed  by  the  opposite 
side,  has,  in  page  241,  (already  cited,)  denied  the  right  of  the  church 
to  interfere  about  doctrines  or  principles,  as  such,  unless  accompanied 
by  a  manifestation  that  a  member  hath  broken  the  inward  bond  by  a 
departure  from  the  life  of  righteousness. 

The  history  of  the  society  shows  that  they  have  always  main- 
tained, that  no  human  tribunal  has  a  right  to  institute  an  inquisition 
^Dto  their  principles  of  belief. 

.  The  glorious  principle  that  no  man  or  body  of  men  have  a  right 
to  rule  over  men^s  consciences  in  religious  matters,  was  first  incorpo- 
rated in  civil  institutions  by  Quakers;  and  it  has  been  steadily  main- 
tained by  them  ever  since,  and  forms  a  fundamental  article  of  their 
discipline. 

In  vol..  3,  Page's  Chancery  Reports,  page  296,  will  be  found  a 
strong  case  on  this  point;  and  as  the  opinion  of  the  court  cannot  well 
be  abridged,  I  shall  read  it  at  length.  (Here  the  learned  counsel 
read  the  opinion  at  length,  and  then  resumed  his  argument) 

Here  we  have  the  opinion  of  an  enlightened  judge,  that  a  temporal 
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coart  has  no  right  to  iciquire  ioto  spiritual  matters.  The  principle 
]%  that  soeieties  are  to  be  tested  by  thdr  professions,  or  by  tneir  acts; 
lod  that  DO  court  has  a  right  to  establish  an  inquisition  into  the  belief 
of  any  indiTiduaL  If  he  professes  to  adopt  and  entertain  the  faith 
and  hold  to  the  discipline  of  the  society,  it  is  enough,  unless  he  can 
fas  met  by  overt  acts.  Decow  does  not  assert,  nor  have  his  counsel 
e?or  pretended  that  the  court  cannot  inquire  into  the  badges  of  dis- 
tinction by  which  the  society  of  Friends  are  known,  or  that  they  may 
not  notice  religious  opinions  as  facts  pointing  out  the  ownership  of 
property.  It  is  the  mode  of  arriving  at  these  facts,  that  creates  the 
dispute.  We  deny  the  power  of  any  court  to  c6mpel  a  party,  who 
prdfesses  to  belong  to  that  society,  to  answer  as  to  his  belief  in  the 
purticular  tenets  of  that  society.  You  cannot  compel  an  Episcopalian, 
who  professes  to  believe  in  the  faith  of  that  church,  to  state  the  mode 
of  his  belief  in  any  or  all  of  the  thirty-nine  articles;  nor  a  Calvinist, 
Ac  as  to  their  confessions  of  faith.  You  may  provp  by  competent 
eridence  what  those  articles  and  faith  are,  and  you  may  prove  by  the 
sets  or  professions  of  members  or  societies  their  belief;  farther  you 
cannot  lawfully  or  constitutionally  go.  What  we  deny,  is  the  right 
to  subject  a  man  to  the  mental  torture  of  interrogation,  as  to  how  he 
understands  what  he  acknowledges  to  be  the  characteristic  badge  of 
his  society,  or  tenets  of  beli^  or  profession. 

But  how  can  either  Joseph  Hendrickson  or  Stacy  Decow  undertake 
to  say  what  is  the  belief  of  the  society,  on  points  in  which  the  society 
has  not  thought  fit  to  make  an  avowal  of  its  belief.  It  is  true,  Joseph 
Hendrickson  has  done  so.  He  had  more  nerve  than  Stacy  Decow; 
and  he  not  only  avow3  what  is  the  belief  of  ancient  Friends,  of  the  Or- 
thodox, and  of  those  he  calls  Qicksites,  but  what  they  do  not  believe. 
Bat  could  Stacy  Decow  have  gone  further  than  he  did  go,  with  pro- 
priety ?  He  states  what  he  considers  to  be  the  fundamental  truths  of  the 
soeiety,  and  refers  to  the  belief  of  ancient  Friends.  He  could  not 
Qodeitake  to  steer  his  course  through  all  the  conflicting  opinions  con- 
tained in  the  books  of  the  approved  writers  of  the  society.  It  would 
have  been  very  rash  and  very  presumptuous  in  him  to  attempt  it 
He  thought  himself  bound,  simply  to  declare  that  he  believed  the 
doctrines  of  Friends,  as  he  understood  them.  And  could  he  go  fur- 
ther? In  point  of  prudence,  he  ought  not  to  have  gone  further.  In 
point  of  conscience,  he  could  not  go  further.  In  point  of  law,  he 
eoold  not  be  compelled  to  go  further. 

In  a  report  to  the  legislature  of  Virginia,  made  by  the  venerabld 
patriot,  James  Madison,  in  1785,  there  is  a  passage  in  accordance 
with  the  views  I  have  endeavoured  to  sustain.  It  will  be  found  in 
die  twelfth  volume  of  Niles'  Register,  page  295. 

<<  Before  any  man  can  be  considered  a  member  of  civil  society,  he 
most  be  considered  a  subject  of  the  Governor  of  the  universe.  A 
member  of  civil  society,  who  enters  into  any  subordinate  association, 
most  always  do  it  with  a  reservation  of  his  duty  to  the  general  atltho- 
rily.    Muebmoremustanymanwhobecomesof  any  particular  civil 
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society,  do  it  with  a  saving  of  his  allegiance  to  his  universal  Sove- 
reign. We  maintain,  therefore,  in  matters  of  religion,  no  man's 
right  is  affected  by  the  institution  of  civil  society,  and  that  religion 
is  wholly  exempt  from  its  cognizance.^'  It  is  a  powerful  argument 
to  sustain  the  broad  and  enlightened  doctrines  of  the  first  Quaker 
s6ttlers  of  New  Jersey,  in  laying  the  foundations  of  civil  government 
upon  the  political  axiom,  ^'  That  men  have  no  power  to  rule  over 
man's  conscience  in  religious  matters." 

The  court  will  find  on  reference  to  1st  Swift's  System,  page  142, 
that  that  learned  and  enlightened  jurist  does  not  think  it  necessary, 
that  all  the  members  of  a  congregation  should  believe  alike,  to  render 
their  worship  sincere  and  acceptable  to  God. 

The  cases  of  the  Commonwealth  versus  Eberle,  and  of  Riddle 
verstts  Stevens,  also  prove  my  position. 

The  18th  article  of  the  constitution  of  New  Jersey,  and  the  first 
article  of  the  amendment  to  the  constitution  of  the  United  States, 
provide  for  absolute  freedom  of  religious  opinion,  and  maintain  the 
protest  of  Decow.  In  fine,  it  is  supported  by  the  whole  foundations 
and  fabric  of  our  civil  institutions. 

The  protest,  then,  which  was  advanced  by  Stacy  Decow  against 
an  inquisition  into  doctrines,  rests  on  the  most  solid  foundation;  it 
rests  on  principles  avowed  in  all  our  constitutions. 

The  same  principle  is  recognized  also  by  the  legislature  of  New 
Jersey  in  various  acts.  In  relation  to  affirmations,  it  is  put  entirely 
on  the  allegation  of  the  individual.  The  court  cannot  make  a  scru- 
tiny into  his  conscience,  to  ascertain  how  be  is  conscientiously  scru- 
pulous  of  taking  an  oath.     His  profession  is  sufficient 

We  have  an  act  to  punish  persons  who  disturb  meetings  for  religious 
worship.  Would  it  be  lawful,  when  a  person  is  arraigned  for  violat- 
ing the  act,  to  defend  himself  by  attempting  to  show  that  although 
they  professed  to  meet  and  did  meet  for  religious  worship,  that  their 
mode  of  worship  did  not  conform  to  his  ideas  of  religious  worship, 
or  byp^showing  how  they  worshipped  ? 

We  have  an  act  to  incorporate  any  congregation  of  Christians,  on 
their  own  application.  Have  we  a  right  to  institute  an  inquest  into 
their  consciences  when  they  apply,  to  ascertain  if  they  are  really 
Christians?  Many  devout  Christians  hold  that  those  who  do  not 
believe  in  theCalvinistic  confession  of  faith,  are  not  Christians;  others, 
that  those  who  do  not  believe  in  a  trinity  of  three  distinct  persons  in 
the  Godhead,  arc  not  Christians.  Nay,  I  believe  that  some  think 
that  those  who  do  not  believe  in  the  doctrine  of  transubstantiation, 
or  the  infallibility  of  the  pope,  are  not  Christians.  May  a  court  in- 
stitute an  inquest  into  the  consciences  or  faith  of  the  members,  or 
subject  them  to  the  ordeal  of  a  creed,  to  ascertain  whether  they  arc 
Christians?  Do  we  not  take  their  simple  declaration  of  the  fact  as 
sufficient? 

Stacy  Decow  and  his  friends  hava  not,  however,  as  Judge  Drake 
erroneously  supposes,  ever  denied  the  right  of  the  eourt  to  inquire 
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kiio  the  bond  of  ikith  by  which  they  are  tinited,  bat  otily  the  ri(^t 
of  tbtf  court  to  institute  an  inquest  into  the  consciences  of  members, 
to  aseeitain  if  they  beliere  up  to  that  bond  which  they  profess  to 
hoMto.  ** 

The  judge  refers,  in  page  77,  to  Lord  Eldon's  opinibti,  that  <^  a 
ooort  cannot  take  notice  of  religious  opinions,  with  a  yiew  to  decide 
whether  they  are  right  or  wrong,  but  it  may  notice  them  as  facts, 
pointing  out  the  ownership  of  property.''  This  we  may  admit  for 
the  sake  of  argument.  What  we  object  to  is  an  incjuisition  into  the 
eonsciences  or  fsith  of  individual  members,  as  to  their  mode  of  belief. 
When  Stacy  Decow  declared  his  belief  of  the  doctrines  of  the  society, 
18  held  by  ancient  Friends,  his  declaration  should  have  been  received 
18  prima  /acie  evidence  of  the  fact.  The  court  had  no  right  to  go 
further,  and  the  facts  must  be  proved  aliunde. 

^  In  searching  for  the  doctrines  of  this  society,"  says  the  judge, 
in  the  same  page,  ^*  it  is,  in  my  opinion,  not  necessary  to  inquire 
whether  there  were  any  differences  of  opinion  among  their  ancient 
writers,  provided  the  society  had  for  a  long  time  before  this  fund 
wap  established,  promulgated  as  a  body  their  religious  doctrines,  and 
had  settled  down  in  harmony  under  them." 

In  this,  the  judge  differs  from  both  the  parties  in  this  controversy. 
In  both  the  bill  and  interpleader,  in  which  the  Orthodox  claim  the 
property,  they  claim  it  as  holding  the  doctrines  of  the  ancient  society 
of  Friends.  Hendrickson,  in  page  34,  alleges  that  <<  although  the 
society  have  never  issued  a  formal  creed,  or  regular  confession  of  faith, 
yet  they  have  established  religious  doctrines  as  above  mentioned, 
iriiich  are  to  be  found  in  their  ancient  and  approved  writers;"  and 
thrt  their  discipline  relates  to  the  preservation  of  those  sound  reli- 
gioQs  doctrines.  Here,  then,  Hendrickson  not  only  admits  that  the 
society  have  no  formal  creed,  or  regular  confession  of  faith,  but  he 
]daees  his  exclusive  right  to  the  fund  in  question,  upon  holding  the 
rdigious  doctrines  of  the  society,  to  be  found  in  their  ancient  and 
ifqproved  writers.  Yet  the  learned  judge,  in  the  outset  of  this  im- 
povtant  argument,  puts  himself,  and  decides  the  cause,  on  another 
pointy  on  which  the  parties  had  not  placed  their  rights,  and  which 
WIS  not  in  issue:  neither  party  placed  themselves  on  the  doctrines  of 
modem  Friends.  Hendrickson  not  only  makes  his  claim,  upon  the 
identity  of  the  faith  of  the  Orthodox  with  ancient  Friends,  but  he 
particolarizes  his  mode  of  proving  that  faith:  1.  By  the  approved 
writers;  2.  By  the  discipline. 

The  judge  seems  to  have  fallen  into  an  error  throughout.  He 
speaks,  in  the  same  page,  of  the  society  as  being  composed  originally 
of  persons  who  found  themselves  <<  drawn  together  by  a  unity  of  faith 
and  feeling."  Herein  he  differs  from  Barclay,  an  approved  writer 
referred  to  by  the  Orthodox,  who  says  expressly,  that  the  society  of 
Friends  **  were  not  gathered  together  by  a  unity  of  opinions,  or  by  _ 
a  tedious  Vft  particular  disquisition  of  notions  and  opinions,  requiring 
sn  assent  to  ttkem,  and  binding  themselves  by^  leagues  and  coN^ivdA\V^ 
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thereto.  But  the  manner  of  their  gathering  was  by  a  secret  wanty 
which  many  truly  tender  and  serious  souls  in  divers  and  sundry  secti 
found  in  themselves^  which  put  each  sect  upon  something  beyond  all 
opinion,  which  might  satisfy  their  weary  souls,  even  the  revelatioo 
of  God's  righteous  judgment  in  the  heart,  to  burn  up  the  unrighteous 
root  and  fruits  thereof:  that  the  same  being  destroyed  and  done  away, 
the  inward  peace  and  joy  of  the  Holy  Spirit  in  the  soul  might  be  felt  to 
abognd,  and  thence  power  and  life  to  follow  Him  in  all  his  command- 
ments; and  so  many  came  to  be  joined  and  united  together  in  heart 
and  spirit  in  this  one  life  of  righteousness,  who  had  long  been  wan- 
dering in  several  sects,  and  by  the  inward  unity  came  to  be  gathered 
in  one  body;  from  whence,  by  degrees,  they  came  to  find  themsetyes 
agreed  in  the  plain  and  simple  doctrines  of  Christ''  Barclay,  698. 

Again,  he  says,  those  *^  whose  fellowship  stands  merely  in  judgment 
and  in  that  which  reacheth  the  understanding,  and  so  are  joined  toge- 
ther in  and  for  one  opinion,  are  only  to  be  esteemed  a  sect,  however 
true  their  notions  may  be  supposed  to  be.  For  the  true  principlef 
and  doctrines  of  Christ,  albeit  they  do  truly  reach  the  understand'uig 
and  require  its  assent,  yet  they  are  of  an  operative  nature."  lb.  697. 

The  judge  tells  you,  «  They  called  themselves  Christians  and  Pro- 
testants, but  appear  to  have  required  from  those  seeking  to  become 
united  with  them,  no  formal  profession  of  faith  as  a  test  of  principle 
to  qualify  them  for  admission;  looking  at  their  works  as  evidence  of 
their  Christian  faith,  and  their  practice  and  support  of  their  peculiar 
testimonies,  as  evidence  of  their  Quakerism."  This  view  is  true, 
but  it  appears  to  me  that  the  judge  forgets  it,  as  soon  as  stated. 

But  he  adds,  <<  As  they  increased  in  numbers,  and  attracted  the 
attention  of  the  civil  authorities,  their  principles  became  ^e  subject 
of  inquiry  and  of  misrepresentation,  by  reason  of  which  they  were 
exposed  to  reproach  and  persecution,  and  it  became  necessary  for 
them  to  come  out  and  avow  their  leading  doctrines  to  the  world. 
This  was  done  by  their  leaders  and  principal  men,  professing  to  act 
on  behalf  of  the  society  on  several  occasions." 

His  honour  must,  I  think,  have  read  the  works  which  lie  before 
us  with  but  little  profit,  when  he  states  this.  The  Friends  have  no 
leaders  and  principal  men.  They  have  never  acknowledged,  but 
always  disclaimed  the  right  of  any  man  or  men  to  avow,  on  the  part 
of  the  society,  leading  doctrines  beyond  what  I  have  stated.  Yet 
the  Judge  talks  of  their  leaders  and  principal  men  professing  to  act 
on  the  part  of  the  society.  The  enemies  of  the  society  used  at  the 
beginning  to  call  (hem  Foxonians:  but  they  disclaimed  the  name. 
They  repudiated  the  name  of  an  individual,  or  any  leading  man;  they 
claimed  Christ  as  their  only  leader  and  head.  The  judge's  judgment 
has  been  perverted  by  the  testimony,  where  the  witnesses  speak  of 
weight  and  influence,  as  something  difierent  from  weight  of  argument 
and  influence  of  reason.  He' is  also  contradicted  by  the  testimony 
of  the  Orthodox  themselves.  Samuel  BetUe,  Thomas  Willis^  and 
even  Thomas  Evans,  all  reject  the  right  of  an  individual  Friend, 
Jiofvever  approved  or  esteemed,  even  Fox  himself,  to  bind  the  society. 
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The  jud^  proeeedfl  in  the  same  page  to  declare,  that  <«  George 
¥ox,  who  18  generally  regarded  as  the  founder  of  the  sect,  travelling 
ID  the  island  of  Barbadoes,  being  assailed  with  these  misrepresenta- 
tiooiy  and  especially  with  this,  <  that  they  denied  God,  Christ  Jesus, 
ind  the  IScriptures  of  truth;'  with  some  other  Friends,  drew  up  a 
paper  to  go  forth  in  the  name  of  the  people  called  Quakers,  for  the 
dearing  of  truth  and  Friends,  from  these  false  reports.  It  was  ad« 
dressed  to  the  Governor  of  Barbadoes,  with  his  council  and  assem- 
bly. In  this  paper  the  belief  of  Friends  in  God,  the  divinity  and 
atonement  of  Jesus  Christ,  and  the  inspiration  of  the  Scriptures,  is 
most  fully  avowed.  ^' 

Here  I  must  take  the  liberty  of  differing  from  the  judge,  if  he 
interprets  that  declaratipn  of  George  Fox,  as  an  avowal  of  his  enter- 
Uioing  a  belief  on  these  subjects  of  the  Orthodox  creed,  similar  to  that 
eotertained  by  trinitarians  generally,  and  now  avowed  by  the  Or^ 
thodox.  George  Fox  did,  indeed,  in  common  with  other  Friends, 
believe  in  God,  the  divigity  and  atonement  of  Jesus  Christ,  and  the 
iospiration  of  the  Scriptures,  but  in  declaring  his  belief,  he  used  only 
Seripture  language.  But  admitting  that  George  Fox  may  have  been 
placed  in  a  situation  in  which  he  deemed  it  necessary  to  put  forth  a 
ereed:  it  was  the  act  of  George  Fox.  It  was  done  neither  in  Europe 
nor  on  ihe  continent  of  America,  and  it  never  has  received  the  sanc- 
tion oiany  yearly  meeting.  It  was  the  simple  act  of  George  Fox, 
and  those  who  signed  it 

George  Keith  did,  indeed,  in  1692,  publish  a  Confession  of  Faith. 
He  published  his  creed.  And  there  is  a  singular  coincidence  to  be 
ibund  not  only  in  the  faith,  but  in  the  conduct  of  George  Keith,  and 
of  those  who  have  recently  endeavoured  to  palm  a  creed  on  the  so- 
ciety. George  Keith  was  then  a  member,  who  wished  that  some  decla- 
ntion  of  faith  should  be  issued  which  should  be  binding  on  the 
society.  Surely  then,  the  society  could  not  at  that  time  have  had  a 
creed,  or  so  learned  a  man  as  George  Keith  is  acknowledged  by  all 
to  have  been,  would  and  must  have  known  it  So  adverse  were  the 
body  of  the  society  to  anything  of  the  kind,  that  the  attempt  ulti- 
mately led  to  a  separation  between  him  and  the  great  body  of  Friends, 
and  to  his  expulsion. 

It  is  true  that  something  like  a  creed  was  once  published  in  Rhode 
Island:  but  it  was  published  only  to  be  discarded. 

The  judge  then  adverts  to  an  act  of  the  British  parliament  passed 
io  1689,  exempting  Protestant  Dissenters  from  certain  penalties,  by 
which  the  Quakers  had  suffered  for  many  years:  and  says,  that  to 
obtain  tha  benefit  of  this  exemption,  they  subscribed,  among  other 
■rticleSy  the  following:  <<  I,  A.  B.,  profess  faith  in  God  the  Father, 
snd  in  Jesus  Christ,  his  eternal  son,  the  true  God,  and  in  the  Holy 
Spirit,  one  God,  blessed  forevermore:  and  do  acknowledge  the  holy 
Scriptures  of  the  Old  and  NewTestament,  to  be  by  divine  inspiration. " 

Now  there  is  nothing  here  but  Scriptural  language,  and  what  we 
in  our  answer  imd  our  discipline  avow.     But  if  it  were  dvffex^YiV  ^^ 


would  be  unfair  to  draw  inferences  from  the  declarations  of  meny  who 
because  they  were  coerced,  were  forced  to  yield  the  absolute  freedom 
of  conscience  in  religious  matters,  to  enjoy  ordinary  civil  rights. 
How  the  screws  of  civil  government  may  affect  men  is  well  known. 
But  as  we  were  never  under  constraint,  it  cannot  be  shown  that  we 
ever  did  adopt  such  an  article  as  that  here  set  forth.  Nay,  before,  and 
at  this  time,  the  American  Quakers  were  reposing  under  the  shade  of 
the  tree  of  civil  and  religious  liberty  which  they  had  planted  in  the 
forests  of  New  Jersey  and  Pennsylvania. 

The  judge  says,  the  historian  adds,  <<  we  now  see  the  religion  of 
the  Quakers  acknowledged  and  tolerated  by  an  act  of  parliament." 
How  far,  I  ask,  does  the  article,  through  a  subscription  to  which 
an  exemption  from  penalties  was  obtained,  go?     It  was  a  mere  ex- 
pression in  general  terms,  of  what  Friends  have  always  professed. 
The  act  was  a  general  one,  and  meant  for  all  dissenters.     The  very 
men  who  composed  the  society  of  Friends  at  that  time  in  Englaod, 
and  who  signed  this  article,  would  have  subgiitted  to  anything  rather 
than  profess  the  common  doctrine  of  the  trinity,  the  atonement,  and 
the  plenary  inspiration  of  the  Scriptures.    Their  enemies  always 
charged  them  with  still  entertaining  their  peculiar  sentiments,  be- 
cause they  were  not  required  and  did  not  profess  their  mode  of 
belief  in  >the  Father,  Son,  and  Holy  Ghost,  the  atonement,  and  the 
Scriptures.     William  Penn,  no  doubt,  subscribed  those  articles,  and 
so  did  Whitehead  and  others,  and  we  have  seen  what  continued  to 
be  their  belief. 

In  1693,  says  the  judge,  page  78,  the  doctrines  of  the  society  being 
misrepresented  by  George  Keith  and  others,  ^<  they  found  them- 
selves obliged  to  put  forth  their  faith  anew  in  print,  which  they  had 
often  before  asserted,  both  in  words  and  writing,  thereby  to  manifest 
that  their  belief  was  really  Orthodox,  and  agreeable  with  the  holy 
Scriptures.  And  being  charged  with  some  Socinian  notions,  a  short 
confession  of  faith,  signed  by  one-and-thirty  persons,  of  which  Greorge 
Whitehead  was  one,  was,  in  December  following,  presented  to  Uie 
parliament" 

It  was  in  this  country,  that  Greorge  Keith  was  expelled  from  the 
society.  Did  the  society  of  Friends,  when  attacked  on  account  oi 
his  misrepresentations,  form  and  publish  their  creed  ?  JThey  did  not. 
All  that  was  done  in  consequence,  was  the  act  of  individuals 
Nothing  beyond  the  disownment  of  George  Keith  was  published  bj 
the  society  here. 

The  British  declaration,  signed  by  George  Whitehead  and  others 
was  simply  in  Scripture  language.  From  it,  therefore,  nothing  car 
be  inferred  in  favour  of  the  party  opposed  to  us  on  the  present  occa 
sion.  Besides,  it  was  merely  the  act  of  individuals,  and  not  of  tht 
society y  as  a  declaration  of  its  faith.  Against  this  the  society  has  evei 
carefully  guarded. 

<<  At  that  time,"  says  the  judge,  <<  and  afterwards,  the  society  o 
Frieods  in  this  country^  acknowledged  the  London  yearly  meetin( 
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u  their  head,  and  appeals  were  taken  from  their  meetings  in  this 
country  and  decided  there." 

This  is  a  very  singular  inference  that  the  judge  has  drawn  from 
Proud'a  History  of  Pennsylvania,  namely,  that  the  yearly  meeting 
of  Philadelphia  and  Burlington,  was  in  dependence  on  Ihe  yearly 
meeting  of  London.  By  a  recurrence  to  that  history,  it  does  not 
prove  such  lo  have  been  the  fact.  On  the  contrary,  it  appears,  that 
the  proceeding  of  the  yearly  meeting  in  London  was  original,  ar(8 
not  appellate. 

There  is  no  fact  or  historical  document  extant,  that  will  show  a 
dependence  of  one  of  these  yearly  meetings  on  the  other.  They 
were  always  independent  One  had  no  right  to  interfere  with  the 
other,  and  never  did;  Their  connexion  was  Toluntary,  as  indepen- 
dent bodies,  and  by  brotherly  correspondence.  When  members 
eune  to  this  country  from  England,  they  were  received  on  certifi- 
cate, which  was  regarded  as  evidence  of  their  being  in  unity  with 
Friends.  On  this  certificate,  they  might  or  might  not  be  received. 
It  did  not  entitle  them  to  admission  into  all  the  privileges  of  the 
■ocie^  as  matter  of  right,  without  residence. 

A  minister  of  the  society  of  Friends  coming  from  England,  would 
be  admitted  to  preach  in  the  meetings  herej  but  it  would  be  in  the 
same  way  as  an  Episcopalian,  Presbyterian,  or  Baptist,  coming  from 
Europe,  would  be  allowed  to  preach  in  the  churches  of  his  denomi-' 
nation  in  this  country — as  a  matter  of  courtesy,  not  of  right. 

"  Barclay,"  says  the  judge,  page  79,  "  published  a  Catechism  and 
Confession  of  Faith,  which  purport  to  contain  '  a  true  and  faithful 
account  of  the  principles  and  doctrines  which  are  most  surely  be- 
lieTed  by  the  church  of  Christ,  in  Great  Britain  and  Ireland,  who  are 
npioacluully  called  by  the  name  of  Quakers.'  In  them,  the  doctrines 
above  mentioned,  are  most  fully  and  explicitly  taught  and  professed. 
It  ia  in  evidence,  that  Barclay's  Apology,  and  his  Catechism  and 
Confession  of  Faith,  purporting  as  aforesaid,  have  been  published  and 
drculated  by  the  Philadelphia  yearly  meeting,  by  the.use  of  its  own 
fandfl,  and  as  their  minutes  express,  '  for  Uie  service  of  truth,'  as 
eariy  as  the  year  1701,  and  on  several  occasions  since." 

What  the  object  of  Barclay  was  in  publishing  his  Confession  of 
Faith,  appears  from  his  own  declaration,  in  his  preface  to  the  reader, 
page  119,  of  the  folio  edition  of  his  works. 

Barclay  here  acknowledges  he  uses  only  scriptural  terms.  Now, 
when  a  man  professes  that  he  believes  in  the  Christian  religion  aa 
contained  in  the  Scriptures,  he  must  necessarily  believe  in  a  cate- 
chism and  confession  of  faith,  expressed  in  scriptural  term^  or  the 
whole  does  not  include  a  part 

If  the  judge  would  infer  from  this  that  the  Friends  believed  in  the 
doctrines  of  the  trinity,  and  the  atonement,  and  the  plenary  inspi- 
lation  of  the  Scriptures,  as  held  by  other  sects,  or  as  now  pro- 
fessed by  the  Orthodox,  he  might,  from  the  words  of  the  catechism, 
infer  that  Friends  believed  in  water-baptism,  and  the  adminisbatton. 


of  the  sacrament,  as  held  by  other  trinitarian  aecta;  for  the  texts  are 
introduced  which  are  commonly  quoted  in  support  of  these  ordi- 
nances. And  I  believe  it  will  be  found  that  his  catechism  and  con- 
fession of  faith  contain  the  very  texts,  that  the  Roman  Catholics  refer 
to  in  support  of  their  doctrine  of  transubstantiation.  Barclay  put 
down  simply  texts  of  Scripture  in  his  catechism,  leaving  it  to  the 
members  of  the  society  to  put  that  construction  on  the  words  to  which 
they  should  be  led  by  the  light  within,  which  he  acknowledges  to 
be  the  primary  rule  in  the  interpretation  of  the  Scriptures.  Barclay 
260.     2  Penn  472,  37. 

I  do  not  attach  any  weight  to  the  minutes  of  the  meeting  for  suf- 
ferings, and  of  the  yearly  meeting,  to  which  the  judge  has  referred. 
They  are  in  possession  of  our  adversaries.  They  had  notice  to  bripg 
them  before  the  court.  They  did  not  bring  them.  They  did  not 
allow  us  a  full  opportunity  to  examine  them.  It  is  probable,  if  we 
had  such  an  opportunity,  we  should  find  something  in  the  minutes 
in  relation  to  George  Keith,  which  would  throw  strong  light  on  this 
case.  The  whole  of  a  document  does  not  always  suit  a  litigant  party. 
It  is  very  convenient  at  times,  to  substitute  tlie  frail  memory  of  wit- 
nesses for  the  certainty  of  written  evidence.  And  it  is  a  sound  rule 
of  ethics  as  well  as  law,  that  a  party  who  has  the  best  evidence  in 
his  possession,  shall  not  be  permitted  to  resort  to  inferior,  and  that  he 
who  has  it  in  his  power  to  produce  it  and  does  not,  shall  not  be  ad- 
mitted to  withhold  it  and  substitute  the  inferior  or  secondary  in  its 
place.  It  is  not  lawful  evidence,  and  must  be  entirely  rejected;  and 
this  very  case  furnishes  pregnant  evidence  of  the  wisdom  of  the 
rule. 

The  book  of  evidence  in  this  cause,  and  the  discipline,  establish 
the  fact,  that  in  1681,  the  yearly  meeting  was  established  at  Bur- 
lington. Yet  according  to  the  testimony  of  one  witness,  Thomas 
Evans,  founded  on  his  construction  of  certain  garbled  minutes  from 
the  ancient  records  of  that  meeting,  this  event,  so  interesting  to  the 
whole  community  of  Friends,  did  not  occur  till  the  year  1686. 

So,  in  relation  to  the  laying  down  of  monthly  meetings,  one  wit- 
ness, relying  on  his  memory,  said  a  monthly  meeting  had  been  laid 
down  by  the  yearly  meeting  in  London  w*ithout  its  own  consent, 
and  referred  to  Griffith's  Journal  to  prove  it  Yet  when  we  refer  to 
the  book  itself,  it  shows  that  the  consent  of  the  inferior  meeting  was 
first  obtained. 

There  was  another  instance,  in  which  it  was  asserted  that  a 
monthly  meeting  within  the  limits  of  the  Baltimore  yearly  meeting, 
had  be^n  laid  down  by  that  yearly  meeting,  without  its  own  consent; 
but  here  again,  when  documents  are  examined,  it  is  found  consent  had 
been  obtained  previously  of  the  monthly  meeting.  Such  is  the  fal- 
libility of  the  human  memory.  I  advert  to  it  to  show  the  importance 
of  the  documents  withheld  by  an  interested  party,  and  that  law  rejects 
such  secondary  testimony  altogether. 

The  judge  refers  to  the  correspondence  of  Elias  Hicks  with  Phcebe 


and  Thomas  Willis.  It  will  be  recollected,  that  this  correspondence 
was  beguD  by  Phoebe  Willis,  and  then  continued  with  Thomas  Wil- 
lis. Then,  by  an  agreement  between  Thomas  Willis  and  Elias  Hicks, 
the  origioiBd  letters  were  returned.  Yet  Thomas  Willis  thought  pro* 
D^  to  lake  copies  of  these  letters  without  the  knowledge  of  Elias 
Hicki^  and  Ihey  are  now  produced  as  evidence.  I  make  no  comment 
on  Hich  conduct.  It  carries  its  own  commentary  to  honest  minds- 
need  I  say  that  such  evidence  cannot  be  listened  to,  in  a  court  of 
equity  ? 

These  letters  remained  unpublished  during  the  life  of  Elias  HicksL 
Thomas  Willis  waits  till  after  the  death  of  Hicks — till  aftef  the  sepa- 
ration takes  place.  Then  by  an  ex  post  facto  operation,  they  are 
made  to  produce  their  pernicious  effect  This  is  a  kind  of  imputative 
sin,  of  which  I  never  heard  before;  and  I  specially  wonder  that  the 
judge  should  rely  on  letters  obtained  in  this  way,  as  evidence.  It  is 
the  more  to  be  wondered  at,  as  Elias  Hicks  resided  out  of  the  bounds 
of  the  Philadelphia  yearly  meeting,  and  as  far  as  the  evidence  shows,, 
it  does  not  appear  that  any  member  of  the  Chesterfield  meeting  ever 
heard  him  even  preach,  or  had  any  communion  with  him.  The  te»- 
timony  at  least  proves  nothing  of  the  kind. 

The  judge  then  proceeds  to  say,  that  <^  The  society  of  Friends 
have  treated  the  Scripture  with  a  degree  of  reverence,  uncommon 
even  among  Christians.  Feeling  it  presumptuous  to  speculatejapon 
what  is  obscure,  they  have  in  doctrinal  matterSy  adopted  its  explicit 
language^  but  reject  the  ingenious  deductions  of  men.'' 

Well,  are  we  to  be  deprived  of  our  rights  for  treating  the  Scrip- 
tares  with  a  degree  of  reverence  even  uncommon  among  Christians  ? 
Because  we  believe  in  the  doctrines  of  Scripture,  as  expressed  in  the 
words  of  Scripture.  Because  We  feel  it  presumptuous  to  speculate 
upon  what  is  obscure,  and  reject  the  ingenious  deductions  of  men. 
The  passages  cited  from  Barclay's  Catechism,  &c.  cannot  be  of  more 
weight  than  the  whole  Scriptures  of  which  they  are  a  part,  and  in  the 
very  language  too  of  the  Scriptures. 

I  beg  the  court  not  to  forget  this  admission  of  the  judge.  It  seems 
to  me  to  settle  the  whole  dispute.  He  admits,  that  in  doctrinal  mat- 
ters^ Friends  used  the  language  of  Scripture  and  rejected  the  inge- 
nious deductions  of  men*  That  they  thought  it  presumptuous  to  spe- 
culate upon  what  was  obscure — ^yet  the  judge  adopts  the  speculations 
and  ingenious  deductions  of  the  Orthodox,  as  containing  the  doctrines 
of  Friends-*-how  inconsistent! 

^  Christians  have  become  separated  into  various  sects,  diflfering 
more  or  less  in  their  doctrines.     In  looking  at  the  history  o^  these 
sects,  I  am  by  no  means  convinced  that  there  was,  in  the  nature  of  ^ 
thinsii,  any  necessity  for  all  the  divisions  which  have  taken  place.'' 

Nor  am  I.  But  what  then  ?  are  Friends  to  be  compelled  by  courts 
to  resort  to  *^  the  ingenious  deductions  of  men,"  upon  what  is  '^  ob- 
scure in  doctrinal  matters,"  and  to  become  a  sect;  to  avoid  which, 
was  the  chief  And  first  principle  of  their  agreeing  in  the  plain  and 
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simple  doctrines   of  Christ — ^the  inward  sense  that  tied  them 
together. " 

<<  Many  of  the  controversies  in  the  church,  have  doubtless  arisen 
from  minute  and  subtile  distinctions  in  doctrine,  which  have  been 
maintained,,  not  only  with  much  ingenuity,  but  with  much  obstinacy 
and  pride,  and  which,  by  this  mixture  of  human  frailty,  have  been  the 
cause  of  angry,  and  often  bloody  dissensions.  And  whenever  the  civil 

Jrovernment,  or  the  prevailing  party  in  a  religious  society,  have 
ramed  creeds,  and  required  professions  of  faith,  descending  to  these 
minute  points,  it  has  necessarily  caused  the  separation  of  those,  or  at 
least  the  honest  part  of  them,  who  could  not  believe  up  to  the  precise 
line  of  orthodoxy." 

Here  the  causes  of  the  church  divisions  which  have  produced  such 
pernicious  consequences,  are  correctly  stated.  They  are  to  be  found 
in  the  forming  of  creeds,  and  the  attempts  to  compel  men  to  ^  believe 
up  to  the  precise  line  of  orthodoxy.''  And  yet,  with  all  these  bloody 
dissentions  caused  by  orthodoxy  before  him,  the  judge  does  not  hesi- 
tate to  decree  a  forfeiture  of  our  rights,  not  because  we  did  not  believe 
up  to  the  standard  of  orthodoxy,  for  we  professed  so  to  believe,  and 
there  was  no  evidence  to  the  contrary;  but  because  it  is  not  ^  made 
to  appear^^  that  our  opinions  <^  correspond  with  the  religious  faith  of 
the  society  of  Friends!'' 

<<  But,"  he  continues,  ^'although  unnecessary  divisions  have  taken 
place,  it  by  no  means  follows  that  there  are  not  some  points  of  faitb, 
which  must  be  agreed  in,  in  order  that  a  religious  society  may  har- 
monize in  their  public  worship.  Of  this  description,  is  the  belief  in 
the  atonement  and  divine  nature  of  Jesus  Christ." 

Here  the  judge  decides,  that  a  belief  in  the  atonement  and  the 
divine  nature  of  Jesus  Christ,  are  necessary  in  order  that  a  religious 
society  may  harmonize  in  their  public  worship.  Did  it  not  occur  to 
him,  that  the  question  was  not,  what  ought  to  be  agreed  on  thus  to 
harmonize,  but  what  was.  You  must  prove,  not  assume,  the  faith  of 
the  society  of  Friends;  and  by  the  proof  referred  to  by  our  advenuh 
ries.  Thank  God,  courts  cannot  order  faith  for  us;  let  them,  let  the 
judge  prove,  that  the  ancient  society  of  Friends  believed  in  those 
points  of  faith,  as  set  forth  in  the  bill  and  answer,  and  considered 
them  essential  to  religious  fellowship.  They  have  not,  and  cannot 
do  so. 

<<  And  with  respect  to  the  inspiration  of  the  Scriptures,^^  adds  the 
judge,  '^  the  belief  in  the  divine  nature  and  atonement  of  Jesus  Christ, 
and  indeed,  of  the  Christian  religion  itself,  is  intimately  connected 
with  that  of  the  divine  authority  of  the  sacred  writings.  *  Great  are 
the  mysteries  of  godliness.'  And  of  all  the  truths  declared  in  holy 
writ,  none  are  more  mj^terious  than  the  nature,  history,  and  offices 
of  Jesus  Christ" 

Well,  then,  why  require  us  to  fathom  those  mysteries.  Why  not 
allow  us  to  receive  them  as  they  are  delivered  to  us.  Why  not  leave 
us  the  humble  consolation,  of  not  being  wiser  than  what  is  written  ? 
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But  here  again  the  judge  aaadmea,  what  is  Deceasary  to  a  belief  in  the 
Christian  religioo.  He  attempts  to  make  a' faith,  and  yet  leaves  us 
kivoi?ed  in  w  the  mysteries  of  the  holy  writ  Surely  he  does  not 
metB  to  prescribe  how,  aad  in  what  manner,  we  must  believe  in  the 
divine  nature  and  atonement  of  Jesus  Christ.  May  we  not,  I  ask, 
believe  as  our  forefathers  believed,  without  forfeiting  our  civil 
rights  ? 

<<The  mind  that  contemplates  these  truths  as  based  in  mere  human 
testimony,  must  range  in  doubt  and  perplexity,  or  take  refuge  in  in- 
fidelity. But  if  they  are  regarded  as  the  truths  of  God,  the  pride  of 
haman  reason  is  humbled  before  them.  It  afterwards  exerts  its 
powers  to  understand,  and  to  apply,  but  not  to  overthrow  them.'' 

Now,  can  the  judge  be  understood  to  mean,  that  the  society  of 
FHends  is  engaged  in  an  attempt  to  overthrow  the  Scriptureii.  If 
this  is  his  meaning,  he  is  in  great  error.  We  profess  to  believe  in 
the  Christian  religion  as  contained  in  the  Scriptures,  and  this  is  dis- 
tinctly set  forth  in  the  bill  of  interpleader,  and  Decow's  answer 
thereto.  Yet  he  brings  forward  this  accusation,  as  if  we  designed  to 
overthrow  them.  We  do  not  profess  to  believe  contrary  to^  the  Scrip- 
tures, or  to  interpret  them  contrary  to  their  meanings  but  by  the  light 
which  guided  our  fathers,  which  is^  a  faithful  witness  and  an  unerring 
guide. 

A  little  further,  in  page  82,  he  says:  <<  A  periodical  inquiry  is  di- 
rected to  be  made,  whether  their  ministers  are  sound  in  word  and 
doctrine." 

Here  he  speaks  as  if  we  had  not  the  same  discipline  as  the  Ortho- 
dox. We  have  the  same  discipline,  and  consequently  the  same  rule, 
and  act  upon  it  But  the  object  of  the  judge  is  to  prove  what  is 
soundness  of  doctrine f  and  he  ends  just  where  he  started.  Does  this 
prove  the  point  to  be  proved,  that  soundness  of  doctrine  in  the  minis- 
ters and  elders  consists  in  believing  the  Orthodox  creed  on  the  sub- 
ject of  the  trinity,  the  ^atonement,  and  the  Scriptures.  If  so,  how, 
and  where  is  it  proved?  It  cannot  be  assumed.  The  discipline  is 
silent;  the  proceedings  of  the  society  are  silent;  the  approved  writers 
disagreer  Does  jt  not  rather  tend  to  prove  what  we  assert,  that  these 
great  subjects  are  not  the  doetrines  alluded  to,  but  the  fundamental 
troths  recognised  explicitly  by  the  discipline,  the  acts  of  the  society, 
lad  their  approved  writers,  all  in  unity — ^the  Christian  religion  as 
contained  in  the  Scriptures,  and  the  inward  light  ? 

^  I  have  before  said,  that  their  great  regard  for  the  Scriptures,  and 
desire  to  eomply  with  them  literally^  is  the  foundation  of  their  pecu- 
liar tesUoKmies.  These  are  acknowledged  by  Decow  and  his  party, 
to  be  essential^  and  a  departure  from  them  a  ground  of  disownment" 

Here  an  acknowledgment  is  made,  that  we  have  the  same  belief  as 
they,  yet  this  is  presented  as  an  argument  against  us,  because  we 
leknowledge  them.  Unfortunate  Decow!  your  silence  is  proof,  and 
your  acknowledgment  of  a  fact  is  proof  of  the  contrary  of  what  it  im- 
ports. 
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«WheD  their  writers  would  defend  these  testimonies,  they  do  not 
refer  us  to  the  light  within.     They  do  not  say  that  this  has  taught 
them  that  oaths  are  unlawful,  &c.     But  they  point  to  passages  of 
Scripture,  as  authority,  and  undoubted  authority,  on  these  subjects. 
But  why  are  they  authority  ?    Because  they  are  the  truth  of  man  ? 
No.  Friends  spurn  at  the  dictation  of  their  equally  fallible  fellow- 
man.     But  because  they  are  the  truth  of  God.     Or,  in  the  language 
of  Fox,  ^^  We  call  the  holy  Scriptures,  as  Christ,  the  apostles,  and 
holy  men  of  God  called  them,  the  words  of  God." 

Yet  the  learned  judge  would  have  us  believe  only  what  is  contained 
in  Barclay's  Confession  and  Catechism.  We  must  not  be  allowed  to 
take  the  whole  range  of  Scripture;  but  we  must  be  confined  to  a  few 
passages.  But  is  it  not  manifest  from  the  approved  writers  of  ancieat 
Friends,  from  Fox,  Penn,  Barclay,  and  others,  that  ancient  Friends 
did  not  call  the  Scriptures  "  the  word  of  God  ?"  But  they  called  **  trie 
light  within,''  "  the  inward  power,'^  "  the  inward  spiritual  law  en- 
graven in  the  heart,"  the  word  of  God.  And  they  considered  tiie 
letter  of  the  Scriptures  as  outward,  the  mere  declaration  of  good 
things,  but  not  the  things  themselves.  Hence  the  "  Spirit"  is  pri- 
mary, ''and  is  that  guide  by  which  saints  are  led  into  all  truth;"  and 
the  Scriptures  are  secondary,  but  a  corroborative  evidence  and  testi- 
mony of  the  Spirit's  teachings  and  guidings.  It  was  the  <^  divine 
light,"  as  <<  the  more  sure  word  of  prophecy,"  that  was  to  lead  them, 
naturally,  to  the  rising  of  ^  the  day-star,"  to  a  more  glorious  mani- 
festation thereof. 

I  do  not  think  it  necessary  to  go  thcough  the  whole  opinion.  But 
it  is  proper  to  notice  that  part  of  it,  in  which  the  judge  declares  that 
the  denial  of  certain  doctrines  has  always  been  a  ground  of  disown- 
ment. 

In  the  sense  in  which  he  intends  it,  I  regard  this  as  a  non  sequitur 
from  the  passages  which  he  quotes,  and  the  instances  to  which  he 
alludes.  Stacy  Decow  and  his  friends  cannot  be  disowned  because 
they  believe  in  the  Scriptures,  but  do  not  believe  in  the  human  con- 
structions of  them. 

Again,  the  judge  says,  in  page  84,  that  the  object  of  the  Discipline 
is  declared  to  be,  ^  that  all  may  be  preserved  in  unity  of  faith  and 
practice."  And  he  asks,  <<  What  is  unity  of  faith  ?  Does  it  not  require 
unity  of  interpretation,  unity  of  views  of  the  meaning*of  the  texts  ol 
Scripture  involving  important  doctrines?" 

I  answer  these  questions  of  the  judge  by  the  Discipline  itself.  He 
will  find  it  in  juxta-position  to  the  extract  he  has  made.  It  is  a  unity 
of  faith  in  the  spirit  and  power  of  Grod,  which  gathered  this  society 
as  a  people  to  himself,  and  releasing  them  from  the  teachings  and 
impontions  of  men,  inspired  them  with  degrees  of  the  same  universal 
love  and  good-will  by  which  the  dispensation  of  the  gospel  was  ushered 
in.  It  is  an  unity  of  faith,  answerable  to  the  description  the  ever 
blessed  Shepherd  gave  of  his  flock:  <<  By  this  shall  all  men  know  that 
ye  are  my  disciples^  if  ye  have  love  one  to  another."     I  answer  him 


in  Ibe  w<Mrds  of  Barclay.    It  is  an  unity  of  faith  in  the  uniirerflal 

{ifeacliing  of  Hiia  inward  power  to  all,  and  directing  aU  unto  it,  thai 

they  longed  for,  and  felt  to  give  them  victory  qver  sin,  and  lM*iogs 

Ihe  peace  that  follows  thereon,  whereby  an  inward^  thorough,  and 

ftal  redemption  may  be  wrought  in  the  hearts  of  all  men,  of  wbat« 

soever  nation,  country,  or  kindred  they  be.    They  believed,  with 

Stephen  Crisp,  that  people  let  in  the  principles  of  error  and  here9yi 

ijito  their  hearts,  and  that  those  principles  come  into  the  heart,  and 

have  a  seat  in  the  heart;  and  that  if  the  heart  and  soul  was  given  up  to 

God|  it  would  keep  out  error  and  heresy.     Hence  their  Discipline 

detb  only  with  such  departure  from  faith,  as  lAows  that  the  inward 

QDitjr  in  heart  and  spirit  in  the  one  life  of  righteousness,  is  broken/ 

which  is  proved  by  their  outward  acts  and  conduct 

(Court  adjourned.) 


Thursday  mornings  •August  1st 
Mb.  Waix  resumed : 

May  it  please  your  honours,  I  was  reviewing  the  opinion  of  Justice 
Drake,  at  the  adjournment  of  the  court  last  evening.  He  says,  in 
page  84,  ^  But  do  the  Arch  street  meeting  and  its  subordinate  meet- 
ings, hold  to  these  doctrines?  (that  is,  the  Orthodox  doctrines.)  It 
is  so  alleged,  and  it  is  not  denied.  The  denial,  if  it  be  one  at  all,  is 
that  these  are  the  established  doctrines  of  the  society  of  Friends. 
The  controversies  between  the  parties,  so  far  as  they  were  doctrinal, 
ahow  that  the  party  called  Orthodox,  insisted  on  these  doctrines.  The 
ofensive  Extracts  of  the  meeting  for  sufferings  declare  them,  apd 
these  have  been  published  by  the  yearly  meeting  of  that  party,  in 
1828,  and  there  is  much  testimony  by  witnesses  that  the  Arch  street 
meeting  adheres  to  them,  and  none  to  the  contrary.  So  that  it  ap- 
pears to  me,  that  Hendrickson  has  sufficiently  established  that  the 
preparative  meeting  at  Chesterfield,  which  he  represents,  may,  so  far 
as  respects  doctrine,  fully  be  considered  of  the  society  of  Friends." 
But  is  there  any  proof  that  the  members  of  the  Orthodox  Chesterfield 
jNrqianitive  meeting  entertain  these  opinions,  except  from  the  fact  of 
their  being  connected  with  the  Arch  street  yearly  meeting?  There 
is  not  the  slightest  This  connection,  then,  is  the  conduit  pipe  by 
which  Orthodoxy  is  brought  down  from  the  Arch  street  yearly  meet- 
ing, in  Philadelphia,  to  the  Chesterfield  preparative  meeting,  at  Cross- 
wicks. 

In  page  83,  the  judge  proceeds:  ^  But  it  is  insisted  that  the  other 
party  stands  on  equal  ground  in  this  respect  That  they  are  now^ 
or  certainly  have  been  in  unity,  with  that  society — a  society  in  which 
BO  poUic  declaration  of  faith  is  necessary — and  that  hence,  indepea* 
dent  of  any  proof  they  may  have  ofiere!d,  they  are  to  b^  i^x^«»\xxcv^ 
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sound  in  the  faith;  and  thai  any  inquiry  into  their  doctrines,  further 
than  as  they  have  publicly  declared  them,  is  inquisitorial,  and  an 
invasion  of  their  rights  of  conscience. " 

I  do  not  understand  the  judge  as  denying  the  proposition,  that 
where  a  separation  takes  place  in  a  society  theretofore  united  in  doc- 
trines and  in  faith,  that  both  are  to  be  presumed  to  adhere  to  those 
doctrines,  even  after  the  separation,  till  the  contrary  is  shown  to  be 
the  case.  Indeed,  it  seems  too  plain  to  admit  of  denial.  Having, 
therefore,  become  entitled  to  or  possessed  of  those  rights,  he  who 
attempts  to  divest  another,  must  take  the  onus  of  proof  upon  himself. 
He  might  show  afiSrmatively,  a  departure  from  those  principles  which 
were  held  by  the  society  previous  to  the  separation.  No  such  de- 
parture can  be  inferred.  All  presumptions  of  law  and  common  sense 
are  against  such  inference.  And  though,  as  I  have  said,  I  do  not 
understand  the  judge  as  directly  denying  this  position,  yet  he  has 
done  so  indirectly  in  the  following  passage,  page  85:  "  If  a  fact  be 
necessary  to  be  ascertained  by  this  court,  for  the  purpose  of  settling 
a  question,  it  is  the  duty  of  the  court  to  ascertain  it,  and  this  must  be 
done  by  such  evidence  as  the  nature  of  the  case  admits  of." 

True;  and  are  not  the  presumptions  of  law  such  evidence?  And 
are  they  not  to  weigh  until  overcome  and  displaced  by  higher  and 
better  evidence?  We  admit  the  right  of  the  court  to  inquire  into  the 
doctrines  on  which  the  society  was  established.  So  far  we  agree. 
But  this  inquiry  has  limits;  it  must  be  prosecuted  by  lawful  evidence, 
and  within  the  issue.  Hendrickson  has  made  the  issue.  He  acknow- 
ledges, in  page  34,  and  the  judge  admits  it,  that  the  society  has  no  re- 
gular creed,  or  formal  confession  of  faith;  and  avers  that  the  doctrines 
in  respect  to  the  trinity,  the  atonement,  and  the  Scriptuces,  as  set 
forth  by  him,  are  the  established  religious  doctrines  of  the  ancient 
society,  which  are  to  be  found,  1.  In  their  ancient  and  approved 
writers:  and,  2.  In  their  Discipline,  which  especially  relates  to  the 
preservation  of  those  sound  religious  doctrines,  as  maintained  by  the 
Orthodox.  Let  him  prove  those  doctrines  in  the  way  which  he  has 
undertaken.  What  we  protest  against  is  the  mode  of  proof,  the 
attempt  to  avoid  proving  what  they  have  undertaken  to  do,  by  insti- 
tuting an  inquest  into  the  consciences  of  men,  or  subjecting  them  to 
the  ordeal  of  a  creed  artfully  prepared  for  the  purpose  of  disfranchis- 
ing us  of  our  property,  and  depriving  us  of  our  legal  rights.  His  proof 
must  come  from  other  sources  than  these.  The  judge  says,  in  page 
85,  "  I  have  already  stated,  that  the  answer  of  Decow  appeared  to 
me  indirectly  to  deny,  that  the  faith  of  Friends  embraces  the  enume- 
rated doctrines  insisted  on  by  Hendrickson,  and  to  claim  freedom  of 
opinion  on  those  points." 

And  here  the  learned  judge  has  fallen  into  an  eiTor,  which  mani- 
festly pervades  his  opinion  from  beginning  to  end.  Decow  does  not, 
directly  or  indirectly,  deny  that  the  faith  of  the  Friends  embraces 
the  doctrines  sejt  forth  by  Hendrickson;  but  he  claims  that  Friends 
have  never  adopted  them  as  a  creed,  confession  of  faith,  or  funda- 


229 

mental  truths  which  a  Quaker  must  profess  to  believe^  in  manner  and 
form,  or  he  ceases  to  be  a  Quaker.  But  he  insists  that  the  funda- 
mental doctrines,  or  more  properly  truths,  of  the  society,  are  a  belief 
in  the  Christian  religion  as  contained  in  the  holy  Scriptures,  and  as 
professed  by  ancient  Friends;  in  the  divinity  of  our  Saviour,  and  in 
the  immediate  revelation  of  Christ  within.  These  necessarily  include 
the  admission  of  all  the  Scripture  texts  on  which  the  Orthodox  creed 
is  founded.  If  the  true  faith  of  ancient  Friends  has  not  gone  beyond 
this,  if  they  abhorred  church-made  faith,  and  condemned  ordering 
religion  themselves,  and  the  teachings  and  impositions  of  men  in 
respect  to  articles  of  faith,  it  is  manifest  that  they  could  not,  consist- 
ently with  their  fundamental  truths,  adopt  any  creed  or  Orthodox 
doctrines,  in  relation  to  those  great  subjects  of  the  Christian  religion. 

Whether  the  doctrines  as  advanced  by  Decow,  are  or  are  not  the 
correct  doctrines,  is  not  now  the  matter  in  question.  It  is  sufficient, 
if  the  Orthodox  have  failed  to  prove  their  creed  to  be  that  of  ancient 
Friends.  And  the  judge,  in  delivering  his  decision,  is  bound,  of 
course,  to  take  into  consideration  the  whole  scope  and  object  of  De- 
cow's  answer.  "  I  feel  more  assured  (says  the  judge,  page  85,)  that 
this  is  the  true  meaning  of  the  answer,  from  the  course  taken  in  the 
cross  examination  of  the  witnesses,  in  which  an  evident  effort  appears 
to  show  a  want  of  uniformity  among  ancient  writers  of  the  society, 
when  treating  on  these  subjects;  and  also  from  the  ground  taken  by 
the  counsel  in  the  argument  of  this  cause.  It  was  here  most  expli- 
citly, and  I  may  add  most  ingeniously  and  eloquently  insisted,  not 
only  that  these  doctrines  do  not  belong  to  the  faith  of  Friends,  but 
that  they  cannot,  because  they  must  interfere  with  another  acknow- 
ledged fundamental  principle  of  the  society,  the  guidance  of  the  light 
within." 

Now  it  was  not  insisted  on,  either  in  the  answer,  or  the  pleadings, 
or  the  evidence,  or  the  argument,  that  those  doctrines  do  not  belong 
to  the  faith  of  Friends,  or  that  the  ancient  Friends  had  no  belief  at 
all  on  the  subject  of  the  holy  trinity,  the  atonement,  or  the  Scriptures, 
or  that  they  were  at  liberty  to  believe  or  not,  as  they  thought  proper, 
in  the  authenticity  of  the  text,  that  "there  arc  three  who  bear  record 
in  heaven,"  &c.  or  that  they  might  deny  the  Scriptures.  All  that 
Decow  and  Friends  insist  upon  is,  that  the  great  fundamental  truths 
of  the  society  are  what  is  set  forth  in  Decow's  answer,  and  he  denies 
that  the  society  have  ever  embodied  their  belief  on  those  subjects 
mentioned  in  the  Orthodox  creed,  in  the  form  of  a  creed  or  confession 
of  faith.  Hendrickson  admits  this.  He  further  insists^  that  every 
Friend  has  a  right  to  interpret  the  Scriptures  according  to  the  light 
within,  uncontrolled  by  the  arbitrary  dictation  of  his  fellow-man. 
Hendrickson  admits  this  too.  What,  then,  is  the  dispute?  Hen- 
drickson says,  you  must  have  some  rule  or  established  religious  doc- 
trines. Decow  admits  that :  but  he  says  that  his  standard,  and  that 
of  the  society,  is  the  Christian  religion  as  contained  in  the  Scriptures; 
his  means  of  interpretation,  <<  the  light  within."    Hendrnkaotv^  V\\!cvr 


out  denying  the  operation  of  the  light  within,  insists  that  it  woo] 
be  a  strange  anomaly,  for  a  religious  denomination  to  exist  withoi 
particular  religious  doctrines.  Now,  it  is  manifest  that  Hendrid 
son  insists  that  these  particular  doctrines  are  the  trinity,  the  atone 
ment,  and  certain  views  respecting  the  Scriptures,  which  he  admit 
to  be  common  to  all  trinitarian  sects;  while  Decow  says  that  they  ar 
a  belief  in  the  Christian  religion  as  contained  in  the  Scriptures,  aiM 
taught  by  the  spirit  within,  which  are  particular  doctrines  not  hek 
in  common  by  any  other  sect. 

Our  doctrine  was,  and  is,  that  the  members  themselves  were  a 
liberty  to  interpret  the  Scriptures  under  the  influence  of  the  divim 
light,  not  that  they  were  at  liberty  to  deny  the  authenticity  of  th( 
Scriptures,  or  to  interpret  them  without  the  real  influence  of  th< 
light  within,  the  existence  of  which  is  manifested  by  a  life  of  righ 
teousness  and  purity.  And  the  judge  in  assuming  that  we  had  takei 
that  latitude,  has  not  only  misapprehended  the  question  in  issue,  bu 
done  us  an  act  of  great  injustice.  He  says,  pages  85,  86:  ^<  Now  i 
it  be  established,  that  these  doctrines  are  part  of  the  religious  faith  o 
Friends,  can  it  be  necessary  under  these  pleadings,  to  prove  tba 
Decow's  party  do  not  hold  to  the  faith  of  Friends  ?'' 

Here  the  judge  assumes  a  fact  which  ought  to  have  been  first  esta 
blished  by  proof.  The  fact,  not  that  the  society  of  Friends  hat 
religious  doctrines  drawn  from  the  Scriptures  themselves,  but  tha 
those  particular  doctrines  are  the  same  as  set  forth  by  Hendricksoo 
and  maintained  by  the  Orthbdox.  He  then  draws  the  inference  tha 
it  is  unnecessary  to  offer  any  proof  that  Decow  and  those  whom  h 
represents,  do  not  adhere  to  the  fundamental  doctrines.  This,  if 
rightly  understand  the  judge's  meaning,  is  the  conclusion  at  whic! 
he  arrives. 

In  the  next  passage,  he  says,  page  86:  *'  Decow  says,  my  party  o 
preparative  meeting  hold  the  faith  of  Friends,  but  those  doctrines  ar 
no  part  of  tiiat  faith;  therefore,  we  do  not,  as  Friends,  hold  to  thos 
doctrines.  But  Friends  do  hold  these  doctrines;  Decow's  part; 
does  not:  therefore  they  are  not  one  with  Friends  in  religious  doc 
trines.'* 

Now  here  is  a  singular  syllogism,  and  I  ask  the  court  to  mar) 
well  the  manner  in  w^ich  the  judge  assumes  the  very  matter  tha 
ought  to  have  been  distinctly  proved.  I  altogether  deny  that  Decov 
has  ever  asserted  that  Friends  may  not  believe  in  these  doctrines 
Hendrickson,  in  his  answer,  page  31,  avers,"  that  these  doctrines  ar 
with  the  said  religious  society,  fundamental;  and  any  individual  en 
tertaining  sentiments  or  opinions  contrary  to  all  or  any  of  the  above 
mentioned  doctrines,  is  held  not  to  be  in  the  same  faith  with  th 
society  of  Friends  or  people  called  Quakers,  and  treated  according 
]y."  Hendrickson  cannot  content  himself  with  proving  that  som* 
Friends  have  held  those  doctrines.  He  must  go  farther,  and  shov 
that  they  are  fundamental,  essential,  and  characteristic. 

Is  there  any  living  Christian  who  does  not  draw  some  doctrine  O] 
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Other  from  the  Scriptures  on  the  subject  of  the  atonement,  the  trinitv, 
or  on  the  authenticity  of  the  Scriptures  themselves  ?  UnquestioDably 
aot:  a  man  by  the  very  acknowledgment  of  s  belief  in  the  Scrip- 
tufes,  admits  tacitly  that  some  belief  or  other  ii  aeceaaary"Oa  the 
doctrines  contained  in  them. 

The  true  question  is,  whether  the  society  haa  made  a  creed  oa 
these  doctrinal  subjects,  ordered  a  religion  for  their  particular  society, 
or  left  them  to  interpret  these,  as  they  are  at  liberty  to  do  the  equally 
important  doctrines  of  baptism,  the  sacrament,  the  observance  of  the 
ttbbath,  &c.  &c.,  uodor  the  guidance  and  immediate  influence  of 
Christ,  the  great  head  of  the  church, — in  their  own  hearts.  It  W 
DO  means  follows,  that  because  they  prohibit  the  denial  of  the  divN 
oily  of  our  Saviour,  and  the  authenticity  of  the  Scriptures,  or  even 
expressly  acknowledge  the  afbrmation  of  these  doctrines,  that  all  of 
the  society  must  believe  up  to  the  creed  now  maintained  by  the  Or- 
thodoK.  Then  from  the  pleadings  ihcrc  can  be  no  pretence  that 
Decow  holds  that  these  are  no  part  of  the  doctrines  of  the  society,  or 
thlt  he  has  alleged  that  he  does  not  hold  to'  that  faith ; .  and  it  is  only 
by  virtue  of  this  cardinal  error  that  the  learned  judge  has  arrived  at 
Ifae  conclusions  which  we  find  in  his  decision.  How,  otherwise,  can 
W  plain  a  principle  as  that  before  us  be  overlooked  7  Hendrickson 
diegps  that  Decow  has  forfeited  his  rights  as  a  Quaker,  because  he 
hisdejiarted  from  the  faith  (hat  constituted  tlie  bond  by  which  he 
Vas  in  communion  with  the  society.  Does  it  not  follow,  aa  a  matter 
of  law,  that  Hendrickson  having  made  that  allegation,  must  substaii- 
tiste  it  by  clear,  convincing,  and  irrefragable  proof.  But  the  justice 
passes  by  this  plain  proposition  of  law  and  of  common  sense,  by  as- 
NTting  that  proof  of  such  a  departure  is  unnecessary.  Instead  of 
proof  he  resorts  to  this  syllogism:  "  But  Friends  do  hold  these  doc- 
trines; Decow's  party  does  not:  therefore,  they  are  not  one  with 
Friends  in  reli^gious  doctrine." 

Decow  and  his  associates  were  up  to  and  at  th^  time  of  the  separa- 
tion, members  of  the  society,  and  entitled  to  all  the  rights  and  privi- 
leges that  membership  confers.  He  stood  on  the  broad  and  universal 
pnncijrie  of  possession ;  and  I  ask  the  court  how  the  law  decides  in 
■och  a  case  ?  When  one  man  is  up  to  a  certain  period  in  the  full  pos- 
aession  of  rights  and  privileges,  and  another  claims  that  he  has  for- 
feited those  rights  and  privileges,  on  whom  does  the  onus  lie  ?  Is  not 
the  principle  a  plain  one?  And  does  not  the  argument  of  the  judge 
proeeed  directly  in  the  face  of  it. 

This  is  not  a  contest  between  parties  for  a  fund  which  originally 
belonged  to  one,  to  the  exclusion  of  the  other.  The  rights  of  the 
parties  were  originally  tho  same,  founded  on  the  same  facts,  and  de- 
rired  fi^om  the  same  source — membership  of  the  common  association. 
When  Hendrickson  claims  tho  whole,  he  seta  up  a  new  right  He 
most  support  it  by  proof.  Not  so  with  Decow,  who  rests  upon  his 
original,  admitted,  and  acknowledged  title,  and  insists  that  it  still  con- 
dnues.    He  is  not  the  actor,  but  may  repose  with  safety  on  tiuA 


282 

right  until  it  is  removed  by  proof  that  he  has  in  some  way  forfeited 
it,  or  voluntarily  parted  with  it.  This  must,  upon  principles  of  law, 
be  done  by  Hendrickson,  before  he  can  successfully  maintain  his 
right  to  the  whole.  He  who  seeks  to  deprive  another  of  member- 
ship, which  once  was  legal  and  complete,  must  do  it  by  legal  proof. 
It  is  the  case  of  one  tenant  in  common^  seeking  to  divert  the  rights 
of  his  co-tenant. 

The  judge  then  proceeds  to  say,  ^^  And  it  will  not  materially  vary 
the  argument  that  they  are  at  liberty  to  hold  them  or  not,  as  the  light 
within  shall  direct.  It  is  belief  which  gives  character  to  a  sect,  and 
right  of  membership  to  an  individual.'^  But  when  and  where  does 
Decow  claim  the  liberty  to  hold  the  faith  of  Friends  or  not,  as  the  light 
within  shall  direct  ?  Not  in  the  pleadings,  nor  the  evidence,  nor  in 
the  argument.  The  supposition  is  entirely  gratuitous.  It  could  not 
be  to  cast  odium  or  ridicule  upon  our  claim!  But  if  it  is  belief  that 
gives  character  to  a  sect,  how  is  it  that  Decow  is  not  to  be  allowed 
the  benefits  of  that  principle?  Decow,  in  the  pleadings,  asserts  his 
belief  in  unity  with  Friends,  and  he  has  attempted  to  prove  it  in  the 
manner  and  by  the  medium  of  proof  pointed  out  by  Hendrickson 
himself,  in  his  answer,  the  production  of  the  books  of  ancient  ap- 
proved writers,  and  by  the  discipline  of  the  society.  Is  there  any 
evidence  to  show  that  Decow,  and  those  with  whom  he  is  connected, 
have  renounced  the  ancient  doctrines  of  the  society  ?  Is  assertion  to 
stand  in  the  place  of  proof,  where  the  best  and  dearest  rights  of  men 
are  at  stake  ?  No  effort  of  human  ingenuity  can  support  such  a  pro- 
position. 

**  Liberty,  (again  says  the  judge,)  has  the  same  practical  effect  as 
unbelief,  when  applied  to  an  essential  doctrine  of  a  religious  society: 
an  individual  cannot  avail  himself  of  his  faith,  in  any  doctrine  which 
he  is  at  liberty  to  believe  or  not  Were  it  otherwise  we  might  all 
be  members  of  any  religious  society  whatever." 

It  may  be  true,  that  an  individual  cannot  avail  himself  of  his  be- 
lief, in  an  essential  doctrine  of  a  religious  society,  which  prescribes 
faith  in  such  doctrine  as  necessary  for  membership.  But  where  the 
society  have  adopted  no  particular  doctrine  in  regard  to  one  or  more 
of  (ho  great  subjects  of  Christianity,  may  he  not  exempt  himself 
from  inquest  in  respect  to  his  belief  on  those  subjects. 

Do  we  claim  the  liberty  of  believing  or  not  believing  the  essential 
doctrines  of  the  society,  as  our  inclination  or  caprice  may  suggest? 
We  have  advanced  no  sucli  idea.  We  profess  to  believe  those  doc- 
trines; and  that  profession,  till  disproved,  is  to  be  considered  as  fur- 
nishing in  itself  ample  and  plenary  corroboration  of  its  truth. 

In  page  88,  the  judge  says,  in  speaking  of  the  doctrines  of  my 
clients:  <<  It  is  enough,  that  it  is  not  made  to  appear,  that  they 
correspond  with  the  religious  faith  o£  the  society  of  Friends.'^  May 
not  Decow  say,  that  it  is  enough  that  it  is  not  made  to  appear  that 
the  doctrines  in  controversy  are  essential  doctrines  of  the  society  of 
Friends. 


The  judge  proceeds  in  page  88:  "  Decow  offers  no  teslimony  of 
the  bcltvf  of  his  party  In  the  particular  doctrines  in  question." 

Uoforluoalely  for  my  clients,  the  judge  must  have  overlooked  B 
mass  of  testiinony  in  this  cause. 

\\'e  (lid  oftV T  ample  evidence  in  support  of  our  cause;  we  appealed 
not  to  the  belief  of  Decow,  but  to  the  belief  of  the  ancient  society  of 
Friends,  as  the  standard  raised  by  the  Orthodos  themselves  to  bear 
us  out  in  the  ground  we  have  taken.  For  what  purpose,  if  not  for 
this,  have  all  the  citations  from  books  of  the  venerable  and  approved 
writers  of  the  society  been  made?  Why  was  the  evidence  swelled 
with  extracls  from  them?  Decow  denied  the  departure  from  the 
doctrinea  which  was  charged  against  him;  and  he  did  not  undertake 
to  prove  what  were  his  own  particular  doctrines.  He  Had  none, 
which  be  professed,  other  than  the  particular  and  fundamental  doc- 
trines of  ancient  Friends;  and  he  did  suppose,  that  in  point  of  law, 
his  adversary,  who  charged  him  with  a  departure  from  doctrines, 
would  be  compelled  to  prove,  1.  That  ancient  Friends  held  the  doc- 
trines from  which  it  was  alleged  he  had  departed.  3.  His  de- 
parture. 

The  judge  however,  seems  to  intimate,  that  it  was  incumbent  upon 
Decow  to  offer  testimony  respecting  the  belief  of  his  party  in  the 
doctrines  in  question.  Decow  had  no  doctrines  peculiar  to  himself; 
his  doctrines,  were,  and  are,  the  doctrines  of  the  ancient  society  of 
Friends.  This  was  his  corner-stone.  But  was  not  his  birth-right 
membership,  his  acknowledged  and  continued  membership  with  the 
society  of  Friends,  evidence  of  his  doctrines.  Is  not  every  member 
of  a  religious  society  presumed,  from  the  fact  of  membership,  to  hold 
the  particular  and  fundamental  doctrines  of  that  society:  and  yet  you 
are  told  by  the  judge,  that  no  testimony  was  offered.  The  proof  of 
membership  was  full  testimony. 

The  judge  again  says:  "  His  witnesses  refuse  to  answer  on  those 
points,  and  his  party  protest  against  all  creeds,  or  public  declaratioDS 
of  faith,  as  an  abridgment  of  Christiiui  liberty." 

And  here  also,  the  justice  has  entirely  mistaken  the  manner  in 
trhich  the  protest  was  made.  Which  of  Decow's  witnesses  refused 
lo  ansn'er,  and  what  questions  did  they  refuse  to  answer  f  Did  he 
uk  a  single  witness  what  were  the  doctrines  of  the  ancient  Friends; 
or  if  so,  did  one  witness  decline  answering  the  question  ?  If  so,  did 
they  not  do  right  ?  How  could  the  witnesses  undertake  to  say  what 
were  the  doctrines  of  a  society,  on  particular  subjects,  when  the  so- 
ciety had  not  promulgated  any  creed  on  the  subject,  and  protested 
aSiiast  creeds  altogether?  It  is  true,  when,  a  witness  was  asked  to 
Hate  his  own  belief,  or  that  of  the  particular  association  with  which 
bt  wts  connected,  he  protested  against  the  interrogatory,  and  why? 
It  was  on  the  sacred  and  noble  principle  of  freedom  of  conscience  in 
Kligious  matters,  that  no  man  had  a  right  to  interrogate  another  on 
■nuters  of  faith;  and  when  a  man  declares  his  belief  in  the  doctrines 
pnfiMsed  by  his  society.  No  human  being  has  a  right  to\aV«  u"^  >^ 
30 
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Scriptures  and  ask  him  how  he  understands  this,  or  any  other  parti- 
jcular  passsage.  You  may  ask  him  if  he  believes  that  such  or  such 
a  passage,  is  a  part  of  the  Scriptures,  but  you  cannot  demand  his  own 
interpretation  of  it.  You  cannot  catechise  him  as  to  the  elements  of 
his  faith.  But  it  is  one  of  the  peculiar  testimonies  which  this  society 
conscientiously  believe  they  are  entrusted  with,  to  bear  witness  against 
the  power  of  men  to  rule  over  men's  consciences  in  matters  of  religion. 
We  have  seen  the  strong  language  of  Wm.  Penn  on  this  subject:  '*  It 
is  never  to  be  done,  suffered,  or  submitted  to."  It  is  the  doctrine  of 
all  their  writers,  and  the  persecutions  of  ancient  Friends,  in  the  first 
century  of  their  existence,  shows  how  nobly  and  patiently  they  dis- 
charged their  obligations  to  their  faith.  And  if  a  contrary  ruled 
conduct  is  now  to  be  introduced,  lamentable  indeed  will  be  the  con- 
dition of  religious  associations  in  this  state.  Go  into  the  Presbyte- 
rian  society  and  seek  from  some  of  its  members  their  particulai 
exposition  of  certain  portions  of  the  Calvinistic  doctrine,  and  you  wil 
find  shades  and  variations  in  their  belief,  which  if  brought  agaios! 
them  in  form,  would  exclude  them  from  communion  with  their  pre 
sent  associates.  So  it  would  be  with  the  members  of  any  othei 
society;  let  individuals  be  appealed  to  for  their  interpretation  of  text 
or  doctrines,  where  there  is  a  creed,  and  they  would  give  to  them 
according  to  the  extent  of  their  capacity,  clearness  of  illustration 
felicity  of  interpretation,  depth  of  knowledge,  or  bias  of  feeling,  a  hu< 
or  construction  which  might  separate  them  from  their  own  association 
Adopt  this  principle  too,  and  you  lay  the  axe  at  the  root  of  the  reli 
gious  privileges  and  freedom  of  every  citizen.  Who  can  count  th< 
days  or  years  that  would  elapse,  before  the  erection  of  an  inquisi 
tion,  or  the  union  of  church  and  state. 

Independent  however  of  these  objections,  strong  as  they  are,  Dc 
cow  and  his  associates  do  not  feel  themselves  at  liberty  to  answe 
*  these  questions.  They  hold  that  they  have  no  right  to  attempt,  or  d* 
any  act  which  would  look  like  an  attempt  to  make  a  creed,  or  fix 
faith  for  the  society  to  which  they  belong.  Jt  is  against  their  prin 
ciples  of  religious  freedom,  as  well  as  their  discipline.  This  cannc 
be  done  by  an  individual.  It  can  only  be  done  by  the  yearly  meet 
ing,  in  a  meeting  capacity.  In  page  54  of  the  Discipline,  the  meet 
ing  for  sufferings  are  expressly  prohibited  from  meddling  in  an; 
matters  of  faith  or  discipline,  which  has  not  been  determined  by  th 
yearly  meeting.  Could  then  an  individual  do  this?  If  he  did 
would  he  not  incur  the  consequence,  and  be  dealt  with;  and  as  ths 
yearly  meeting  did  never  adopt  anything  in  the  shape  of  creed,  sucl 
an  act  would  be  considered  as  an  unwarrantable  attempt  to  comprc 
mise  the  principles  and  feelings  of  religious  rights.  We  have  see 
how  cautious  the  vearly  meeting  of  Philadelphia  *have  been  on  a 
occasions,  when  they  felt  called  upon  to  vindicate  the  doctrines  c 
.their  society,  even  as  late  as  the  year  1823,  to  confine  their  avows 
of  doctrines  to  a  belief  in  the  Christian  religion  as  contained  in  tb 
Scriptures^  and  in  the  light  within.     And  if  the  court  will  reflect 
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moment,  they  will  readily  perceiye  how  serious  must  be  the  conse- 
quences with  which  the  adoption  of  such  a  principle  would  be  frought 
When  Samuel  Bettle  is  interrogated  as  to  the  belief  of  the  society  on 
tiie  doctrines  in  question,  he  says,  ^<  they  believe  them  as  set  forth  in 
the  Scriptures/'  So  also,  say  all  the  witnesses,  who  afe  brought  to 
testify  to  these  points;  or  they  ^ay,  they  believe  as  the  society  be- 
h'eyes. 

But  for  another  reason,  no  inferrence  ought  to  have  been  drawn 
from  the  silence  of  Decow,  if  he  had  been  silent  in  hiS  answers  on 
those  points.  If  the  right  of  Hendrickson  to  a  more  full  and  explicit 
ansvirer  on  these  points  of  doctrine  be  so  incontrovertible,  as  is  here 
assumed,  v/hy  did  he  not  except  to  the  answer.  Then  the  matter 
would  have  been  properly  brought  up,  and  then  ther^  would  have 
been  a  fair  and  legitii^ate  opportunity  of  bringing  this  important  anci 
interesting,  and  in  my  judgment  constitutional  question  to  a  judicial 
decision.  The  manner,  too,  in  which  the  judge  has  alluded  to  their 
protest  against  creeds,  seems  to  imply  that  Decow  and  his  witnesses 
thereby  asserted  a  right  not  secured  to  them  by  law,  or  screened 
themselves  by  an  evasive,  unfounded  pi*etence,  from  the  disclosure, 
which  it  was  his  duty  to  make.  At  all  events,  it  casts  a  shadow  of 
imputation  or  censure  upon  their  conduct  in  that  respect.  He  pro- 
tested against  the  introduction  of  creeds  because  the  Scriptures  them- 
selves never  promulgated  one.  Because  our  blessed  Saviour  and  his 
apostles  never  gave  us  one,  and  because  the  society  to  which  we  pro- 
fessed to  belong,  from  its  first  establishment,  had  always  protested 
against  them,  as  beyond  human  power.  A  man  may  for(n  a  creed 
for  himself  but  not  for  others. 

Again  the  judge  says:  <<  Having  no  such  public  declaration  to  resort 
to,  we  must  ascertain  the  truth  from  other  sources,  so  far  as  it  is  ne- 
cessary to  be  ascertained." 

Now  I  here  follow  the  judge  with  more  pleasure,  because  he  is 
travelling  in  the  legal  and  correct  way.  Let  us  proceed.  He  says: 
«  Several  public  addresses  were  issued  by  the  party  called  Hicksite, 
about  the  time  of  the  separation,  setting  forth  their  reasons  for  it.  In 
that  of  April  21, 1827,  it  is  declared,  that  the  unity  of  this  body  is 
intemipted,  that  a  division  exists  among  us,  developing  in  its  pro- 
gress views  which  appear  incompatible  with  each  other,  and  feelings 
arerse  ta  a  reconciliation.  Doctrines  held  by  one  part  of  the  society, 
and  which  we  believe  sound  and  edifying,  are  pronounced  by  the 
other  part  to  be  unsound  and  spurious.''  It  will  be  necessary  to  refer 
the  court  for  a  moment  to  that  address,  and  I  trust  I  shall  be  able  to 
convince  your  honours  that  the  judge  has  ^entirely  misconstrued  its 
meaning. 

From  the  passage  quoted,  and  what  follows  immediately  after,  he 
evidently  understands  the  incompatible  views  and  doctrines  there 
alliided  to,  as  those  now  in  question  in  this  case:  and  that  the  doc- 
trines which  are  now  imputed  by  the  Orthodox  to  the  Friends,  are 


the  doctriaes  there  avowed  as  sound  and  edifying,  and  which  thej 
pronounced  unsound  and  spurious. 

In  order  to  interpret  a  writing,  the  whole  must  be  taken  together, 
as  well  what  precedes,  as  what  follows,  the  sentence  or  clause  whose 
meaning  you  seek,  if  connected  with  the  subject  treated  of.  With 
this  rule,  which  is  sanctioned  both  by  law  and  common  sense,  we 
shall  have  no  difficulty  in  arriving  at  the  understanding  of  the  views 
and  doctrines  meant. 

I  Quote  from  the  Address,  page  5: 

"  The  members  of  the  society  of  Friends  have  been  permitted,  in. 
time  past,  to  be  partakers, together,  under  the  divine  blessing,  of  the 
excellent  effects  produced  by  the  power  of  that  gosptel  which  was 
professed  and  lived  in  by  the  apostles;  and  which,  after  a  long  night 
of  apostacy,  was  embraced  by  our  worthy  ancestors.     We  are  pit- 
pared  «to  record  our  full  conviction,  that  this  same  gospel  continues 
to  be  open  .to  us,  and  to  all  men,  and  is  ^  the  power  of  God  unto  sal- 
vation' to  those  that  believe  in  and  obey  it     Its  blessed  fruits  are 
love  to  God  and  love  to  man,  manifested  in  life  and  conduct:  and 
our  early  Friends  gave  ample  proofs  of  the  tendency  and  influence 
of  the  '  new  commandment'  which  Christ  gave  to  his  disciples  when 
he  said,  ^  A  new  commandment  I  give  unto  you,  that  ye  also  love  oae 
another:   as  I  have  loved  you,  that  ye  also  love  one  another. ^^ 
Through  an  obedience  to  it,  they  became  known  and  distinguished: 
acting  under  its  sacred  influence  and  government,  they  were  made 
powerful  instruments  in  opening  the  door  of  gospel  liberty,  and  re- 
moving many  of  the  fetters  that  had  been  formed  in  the  dark  night 
of  superstition  and  error  that  preceded  them.     Hence  they  were 
prepared  to  promulgate  the  glorious  truth,  that  God  alone  is  the 
sovereign  Lord  of  conscience^  and  that  with  this  unalienable  right, 
no  power,  civil  or  ecclesiastical,  should  ever  interfere.    This  blessed 
liberty  was  amply  enjoyed  among  themselves,  and  through  faithful- 
ness— not  to  speculative  opinions,  but  to  the  light  of  Christ  within — 
they  were  thus  united  in  the  one,  eternal,  unchangeable  spirit,  and 
by  it  became  of  one  heart  and  one  mind.     In  this  truly  Christian 
state,  they  were  lights  in  the  world,  and  as  a  city  set  on  a  hill  which 
cannot  be  hid.     Through  their  instrumentality,  with  the  blessing  of 
the  Almighty  upon  their  labours,  our  religious  society  became  pos- 
sessed  of  this  very  important  spiritual    inheritance,  and  we  feel 
bound  to  endeavour  to  preserve  it,  unfettered  by  the  hand  of  man, 
and  unalloyed  with  prescribed  modes  of  faith,  framed  in  the  will  and 
wisdom  of  the  creature. 

*^  With  this  great  object  in  view,  our  attention  has  been  turned  to 
the  present  condition  of  this  yearly  meeting,  and  its  different 
branches;  and,  by  evidence  on  every  hand,  we  are  constrained  to 
declare,  that  the  unity  of  this  body  is  interrupted — that  a  division 
exists  among  us,  developing  in  its  progress  views  which  appear  in- 
compatible with  each  other^  and  feelings  averse  to  a  reconciliation. 
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Doctrines  held  by  one  part  of  society,  and  which  we  believe  (o  be 
sound  and  edifying,  are  pronounced  by  the  other  part  to  be  unsotind 
and  spurious.  From  this  has  resulted  a  state  of  things  that  haa 
proved  destructive  of  peace  and  tranquillity,  and  in  which  the  fruits 
«t  love  and  condescension  have  been  blasted,  and  the  comforts  and 
enjoyments  even  of  social  intercourse  greatly  diminished.  Measures 
Lave  been  pursued  which  we  deem  oppressive,  and  in  their  nature 
and  tendency  calculated  to  undermine  and  destroy  those  benefits,  to 
establish  and  perpetuate  which  should  be  the  purpose  of  every  reli- 
gious association." 

Now  what  are  the  doctrines  to  which  they  refer,  as  held  by  one 
part  of  the  society,  and  which  they,  (the  meeting,}  held  sound  and 
edifying.  They  are  these :  "  Hence  they,{theirancestors,)  werepre- 

Ered  to  promulgate  the  glorious  truth,  that  God  alone  is  th^aove- 
ird  of  conscience,  and  that  with  this  unalienable  right,  no  power, 
civil  or  ecclesiastical  should  ever  interfere.  This  blessed  liberty 
was  securely  enjoyed  among  themselves;  and  through  faithfulness, 
not  to  tpecuiaiive  opiniotis,  but  to  the  light  qf  Christ  within^ 
Ibey  were  thus  united  in  the  one  eternal,  unchangeable  spirit,  and  by 
it  became  of  one  heart  and  one  mind.  Through  their  instrumentality, 
irith  the  blessing  of  the  Almighty  upon  their  labours,  our  religious 
neiety  became  possessed  of  this  very  important  spiritual  inheritance, 
ud  we  feel  bound  to  endeavour  to  preserve  it  unfettered  by  the  hand 
of  man,  and  unalloyed  with  prescribed  modes  of  faith,  framed  in  the 
will  and  wisdom  of  the  creature." 

Theae  were  the  doctrines  which  the  Green  street  meeting,  in  that 
address,  refer  to  as  held  by  one  part  of  the  society,  and  which  they 
believed  to  be  sound  and  edifying,  and  which  the  Orthodox  pro- 
Dwnced  to  be  unsound  and  spurious.  What  other  doctrines  had  that 
put  of  the  society  met  at  Green  street,  held  to  be  sound  and  edify- 
ing, but  that  God  alone  is  the  sovereign  Lord  of  conscience;  that  it 
wu  through  faithfulness,  not  to  speculative  opinions,  but  to  the 
UOBT  or  Chhjst  within,  that  their  predecessors  became  of  one 
heart  and  one  mind;  and  that  the  blessed,  spiritual  inheritance  pos- 
Ksted  by  the  society  was  to  be  preserved,  unfettered  by  the  hand  of 
nan,  and  unalloyed  with  prescribed  modes  of  faith,  framed  in  the 
will  and  wisdom  of  man.  What  other  doctrines  of  the  society  had 
the  Friends  endeavoured  to  preserve  ?  What  other  doctrines  had  the 
Orthodox  party  pronounced  to  be  unsound  and  spurious?  The  ad- 
dress manifestly  refers  to  what  had  occurred  in  the  yearly  meeting, 
or  connected  with  yearly  meeting  proceedings,  for  it  speaks  of  the 
Kiciety  as  a  whole,  and  as  divided  in  two  parts. 

Previous  to  this  period,  what  disputes  about  doctrines,  I  ask,  had 
ever  existed  ?  By  the  evidence,  it  appears  that  the  only  dispute  ever 
cutting  on  the  subject  of  doctrines,  was,  whether  the  spiritual  inhe- 
litaocc  derived  from  their  ancestors,  was  to  be  preserved  unfettered- 
by  the  hand  of  man,  and  unalloyed  by  modes  of  faith.  The  Ortho- 
dox party  insisting  that  this  doctrine  was  unsound  &nd  ftv^nvo^-. 
that  they  ought  \o  agree  upon  modes  of  faith  or  a  CT«e4,  mvA.  'ilwix. 
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such  an  adoption  was  necessary,  because  their  doctrines  and  princi- 
ples were  liable  to  be  misunderstood  or  perverted  by  the  conduct  of 
writers,  in  newspapers,  discussing  them,  and  by  the  doctrines  pub- 
licly preached  by  €ome  of  their  ministers:  and  they  thought  it  their 
duty  to  come  forward  with  an  avowal  which  would  free  the  society 
from  misapprehension.     On  the  other  side  it  was  contended  that 
from  the  first  establishment  of  the  yearly  meeting,  it  could  not  be 
found  that  the  society  had,  in  yearly  meeting  capacity,  adopted  or 
avowed  anything  in  the  shape  of  a  creed  or  aKicles  of  faith  or  doo- 
trine,  than,  or  beyond,  those  which  were  contained  in  their  disci-  j 
pline;  that  such  a  measure  was  contrary  to  their  fundamental  prin-   , 
ciples,  that  it  was  designed  to  abridge  the  liberties,  and  fetter  tbe 
consciences  of  members,  and  that  its  effects  must  necessarily  be  dis- 
union and  division.     This  was  the  doctrine  to  which  the  address  of 
the  Green  street  meeting,  in  1827,  had  reference.     The  Orthodox 
party  contended  that  they  ought  to  have  some  characteristic  badge, 
some  form  before  men,  something  which  they  might  exhibit  to  the 
inspection  of  the  world,  to  shield  them  from  misrepresentation;  and 
Decow  and  his  party  denied  their  right  to  place  a  limit  on  the  open- 
tions  of  the  divine  light  within,  by  subjecting  them  to  the  doctrines 
of  a  creed,  framed  in  the  will  and  wisdom  of  man.     This  I  appre- 
hend is  the  true  understanding  of  the  doctrines  mentioned.    But  the 
judge  seems  erroneously  to  have  supposed  that  these  proceedings  had 
relation  to  the  doctrines  preached  by  Elias  Hicks.    The  controversy 
in  the  monthly  meetings  in  Philadelphia  was  not  as  to  doctrines,  but 
as  to  discipline;  and  you  do  not  find  in  the  testimony,  that  Elias  Hicks 
ever  professed  or  held  in  Philadelphia,  any  doctrines  which  were  con- 
sidered unsound.  So  the  me?^^  developed  in  the  progress  of  the  division, 
which  are  incompatible  with  each  other,  refers  to  the  views  as  to  disci- 
pline, the  dispute  about  the  disciplinary  powers  of  the  ministers,  and 
elders,  and  clerks,  &c.  What  other  incompatible  views  does  the  testi- 
mony exhibit  ?  We  are  to  give  this  address  a  reasonable  interpretatiop, 
and  if  any  ambiguity  exists,  from  any  cause,  it  is  to  be  explained  by 
extrinsic  facts,  to  which  it  plainly  refers.  If  the  judge  had  borne  this 
in  mind,  he  would  not  have  resorted  to  any  controversy  about  doc- 
trines, which  never  came  before  the  whole  society,  and  never  pro- 
duced division  in  the  yearly  meeting.     It  is  manifest,  too,  that  at 
this  time,  there  was  no  dispute  in  the  yearly  meeting  of  Philadel- 
phia, about  Elias  Hicks'  doctrines,  but  the  disputes,  with  which  he 
was  connected,  grew  out  of  the  construction  of  discipline.     It  is 
strange,  that  the  judge  should  lay  hold  of  this  fact  as  furnishing  the 
key  to  the  whole  address.     He  says:  "  a  prominent  complaint  in 
these  papers  is  that  Friends  travelling  in  the  ministry  had  been  pub- 
licly opposed  in  their  meetings  for  worship,  and  laboured  with,  con- 
trary to  the  discipline.     Upon  looking  into  the  testimony,  we  find, 
that  the  prominent  individual,  who  furnished  occasion  to  these  com- 

Elaints,  was  Elias  Hicks,  and  that  the  interruption  and  treatment  of 
im  deemed  exceptionable,  had  their  origin  in  the  doctrines  which 
he  preached.^* 


Now  Elias  Hicks  never  preached  any  doctrines  in  Philadelphia, 
liich  were  deemed  unsound,  so  far  as  we  can  gather  froin  the  evi- 
BDce;  nor  did  he  ever  there  preach  upon  the  doctrinal  subjects  con- 
ined  in  the  Orthodox  creed;  nor  did  the  interruptions  and  treat- 
lent  of  him,  deemed  so  exceptionable,  arise  from  the  doctrines  , 
bich  he  preached.  It  was  for  the  testimonies  which  he  bore,  and 
\r  other  causes,  as  I  shall  hereafter  show. 

It  is  true,  the  Orthodox  said  that  he  was  unsound  for  doctrines 
>mmunicated  to  some  member  of  the  society,  beyond  the  limits  of 
le  yearly  meeting  at  Philadelphia.  And  what  was  the  dispute 
^hich  arose  ?  Was  it  whether  those  doctrines  were  in  fact  sound  or 
ot?  No;  but  it  was  whether  the  ministers  and  the  elders  of  the 
luladelphia  yearly  meeting  had  a  right  to  deal  with  him,  a  member 
r  another  yearly  meeting,  under  the  discipline  of  the  yearly  meeting 
I  Philadelphia,  for  doctrines  preached  elsewhere.  It  was  contended 
lat  this  must  be  done  by  the  meeting  to  which  he  belonged.  Jt 
ma  then,  so  far  as  Elias  Hicks  was  concerned  in  it,  an  incompati- 
ility  of  views,  not  as  to  doctrines,  but  discipline.  It  was  the  doc- 
fines  which  were  held  by  the  Friends,  and  which  they  avowed  and 
eKeved  sound  and  edifying,  that  the  Orthodox  pronounced  unsound 
dd  spurious,  and  not  the  doctrines  held  by  the  Orthodox.  From 
le  evidence,  we  do  not  find  that  the  Friends  had,  avowedly,  held 
ay  doctrines,  sound  and  edifying,  but  in  relation  to  the  inadmissi- 
ility  of  creeds,  and  the  sufficiency  of  the  light  of  Christ  within. 

He  then  goes  on  to  say,  ^<  We  cannot  give  much  weight  to  opinion, 
^bere  we  should  have  facts.''  Very  true.  A  sound  legal  position 
lis^  though  the  application  of  it,  unfortunately,  is  only  on  one  side. 
Lgun,  he  says,  <<  the  belief  should  refer  to  specific  doctrines  so  that 
le  court  may  judge  as  well  as  the  witnesses,  whether  it  was  the 
leient  fisiith  or  not  The  court  in  that  case  would  have  an  opportu-  j 
ihr  of  estimating  the  accuracy  of  the  knowledge  on  which  the  belief  y 
I  founded.'' 

I  jM'otest  against  this  doctrine  laid  down  by  the  judge,  that  we  are 
)  arrive  at  the  true  nature  of  doctrines  established  nearly  two  cen- 
iries  since,  by  the  private  opinions  of  individuals,  for  he  has  no 
igbt  to  interrogate  witnesses  either  as  to  his  own  particular  belief, 
rtfaat  of  other  persons.  He  first  says,  that  facts,  and  not  opinions, 
re  to  be  received  as  evidence,  and  yet  in  the  very  next  sentence  he 
irtually  contradicts  the  position  which  he  has  himself  advanced, 
low  if  the  judge's  proposition  be  true,  if  we  are  to  retain  or  lose 
Oisession  of  our  privileges  and  property  on  the  strong  and  indubi- 
ible  testimony  of  facts  alone,  not  relying  on  the  opinion  of  indi- 
idaals,  how  is  the  case  to  be  proved  ?  By  the  hardihood  of  any 
itoess  who  may  be  summoned  before  the  court?  By  the  private 
[Mnion  of  a  man,  be  it  right  or  wrong,  disinterested  or  coloured  ? 
lie  ^^o{  is  to  be  by  the  rule  given  by  the  law,  the  best  evidence 
le  nature  of  the  case  a£fords.  The  fact  to  be  proved,  is  the  religious 
oetrinea  of  the  society  of  Friends,  in  respect  to  iVi^  eikxrcci^c^^ 
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points  to  be  found  in  their  ancient  and  approved  writers,  who  hare 
been  dead  for  a  century  and  a  half.  The  writings  are  in  existence— 
within  the  power  of  the  party.  They  must  be  produced.  It  is  the 
best,  and  only  admissible  evidence.  Opinions  of  living  witnesses 
on  the  subject  are  not  evidence.  The  court  must  judge  what  is  the 
ancient  faith  there  found.  And  have  we  not  shown  that  it  is  repug- 
nant and  contrary  to  the  doctrines  contained  in  the  Orthodox  creed?   , 

But  the  judge  goes  on,  page  87:  "  How  stands  the  case  then  upon 
the  proofs  ?  A  fund  was  created  for  the  education  of  poor  children 
of  a  certain  preparative  meeting  of  the -religious  society  of  FriendR 
That  body  has  lately  become  separated.  Its  unity  is  broken;  the 
views  of  its  members  are  incompatible;  and  doctrines  held  by  one 
party  to  be  sound,  are  pronounced  by  the  other  party  to  be  unsound.** 

Again  he  says:  "And  two  distinct  meetings  exist  at  this  time,  and 
each  claims  the  guardianship  and  use  of  the  fund." 

But  now  the  Orthodox  claim  it  for  the  Orthodox  minority  exclu- 
sively. We  being  in  possession  of  the  school-house,  where  the  poor 
children  were  to  be  educated,  being  the  majority,  claim  it,  for  the 
benefit  of  all  belonging  to  the  society  at  the  time  of  the  separation, 
or  to  have  it  divided  pro  rata  in  proportion  to  the  numbers.  The  0^ 
thodox  insist  that  we  have  forfeited  our  rights,  which  we  deny. 
*  The  judge  further  says:  "  For  the  safety  of  the  debtor,  these  par- 
ties have  been  directed  to  interplead  and  to  show  their  respective 
pretensions,  to  be  a  preparative  meeting  of  Friends.  One  of  them 
sets  out  certain  doctrines,  as  characteristic  of  the  society,  and  that 
they  adhere  to  them,  and  the  other  party  does  not.  They  go  on  and 
prove  their  case,  so  far  as  respects  themselves." 

With  submission,  it  appears  to  me,  that  the  judge  has  fallen  into 
important  errors,  in  stating  the  facts.  1.  The  decree  on  the  inter- 
pleading bill  is,  <<thatthe  bill  of  interpleader  was  and  is  properly  filed, 
and  that  the  parties  interplead  touching  the  matters  set  forth  and  con- 
tained in  the  original  bill  and  bill  of  interpleader,  and  that  each  of  the 
parties  be  at  liberty  to  proceed  in  each  of  the  causes,  and  bring  them 
to  a  hearing  when  and  in  what  manner  he  may  see  fit;  not  that  they 
show  their  pretensions  respectively  to  be  a  preparative  meeting  of 
Friends."  The  matters  in  controversy  are  those  contained  in  the 
original  bill  and  interpleader,  which  the  parties  filed  severally; 
their  answers  to  which  are,  on  the  part  of  the  Orthodox,  that  the 
enumerated  doctrines  are  the  fundamental,  essential,  and  character- 
istic doctrines  of  the  society  of  Friends,  to  be  found  in  their  ancient 
and  approved  writers.  2,  That  they  were  held  by  the  society  of 
Friends  up  to  the  time  of  the  separation,  and  by  the  Orthodox  since; 
and  3.  That  the  Hicksites  seceded  therefrom  and  adopted  new  doc- 
trines, repugnant  and  contrary  thereto.  These  are  the  matters  in 
issue  set  forth  and  contained  in  Hendrickson^s  original  bill,  and  the 
bill  of  interpleader.  Decow  in  his  answer,  denying  that  he  and  his 
associates  have  seceded- from  the  faith  of  ancient  Friends,  avers  that 
the  fundamental,  essentiali  and  characteristic  doctrines  are:  1.  The 


241 

idief  in  the  light  within;  and  2.  A  belief  in  the  Christian  religion 
18  contained  in  the  Scriptures^  and  as  held  by  ancient  Friends;  and 
).  That  he  and  his  associates  adhere  to  the  doctrines  of  the  ancient 
lociety  of  Friends.  Both  parties,  by  the  pleadings,  refer  to  the  faith 
Df  ancient  Friends,  as  found  in  their  ancient  and  approved  writers, 
and  in  the  discipline  which  both  profess  to  adhere  to. 

The  judge  proceeds:  "  The  other  party  allege  that  they  hold  the 
faith  of  Friends;  but  instead  of  proving  it,  they  call  upon  their  ad- 
yersaries  to  prove  the  contrary."  In  my  opinion,  it  was  incumbent 
iqwn  each  of  the  parties  to  make  out  their  case,  if  they  would  stand 
iq)on  equal  terms  on  this  question  of  doctrine. 

I  think  I  have  shown  that  the  learned  judge  errs,  in  his  statement 
of  the  issue,  both  as  respects  the  pleadings  of  the  parties,  and  the 
decree  of  the  court  on  the  bill  of  interpleader. 

The  errors  it  appears  to  me,  are  radical,  and  affect  the  whole  argu- 
ment of  the  judge.  If  the  issue  is  misapprehended  in  the  outset,  it 
cannot  be  expected  that  the  decision  will  be  right.  The  substance 
of  the  issue,  I  repeat  is,  that  up  to  the  time  of  the  separation,  the  fun- 
damental, essential,  and  characteristic  religious  doctrines  of  the  so- 
ciety of  Friends,  was  the  belief  in  the  trinity,  the  atonement,  and  the 
Scriptures,  as  set  fortli  in  the  answer  and  original  bill  of  Hendrickson, 
to  be  found  in  the  ancient  and  approved  writers  of  the  society,  and 
in  the  discipline  of  the  society.  This  fact  is  averred  by  Hendrick- 
lon,  and  denied  by  Decow.  Hendrickson's  right  to  the  exclusive 
use  of  the  fund  in  question,  depends  upon  his  success  in  proving  his 
isMie,  and  also,  that  Decow  and  his  associates  have  seceded  from  the 
incient  faith  of  the  society.  Decow's  issue  is,  that  the  fundamental, 
e9Bential,and  characteristic  religious  doctrines  of  the  society  of  Friends, 
ue  a  belief  in  the  Christian  religion,  as  contained  in  the  Scriptures, 
md  held  by  ancient  Friends,  and  in  the  divine  light  within.  His  sue- 
eeasin  defeating  the  claim  of  Hendrickson,  depends  upon  his  proving 
bis  issue.  Now  I  admit  that  it  is  incumbent  upon  each  party  to  make 
out  his  case.  But  how  ?  clearly  by  lawful  evidence  adapted  to  the 
nature  of  the  issue.  Has  Hendrickson  done  it?  How  must  he  do  it? 
He  must  not  only  prove  that  the  ancient  and  approved  writers  of  the 
society  of  Friends  held  those  doctrines,  but  that  they  were  funda- 
mental, essential,  and  characteristic.  He  must  also  prove  that  Decow 
does  not  hold  those  doctrines,  tie  must  prove  an  affirmative  and 
negative;  because  they  must  both  be  substantiated  to  work  a  for- 
feiture of  Decow's  original  acknowledged  right  in  the  fund,  I  think 
I  have  shown  conclusively. 

That  the  doctrines  set  forth  by  Hendrickson,  are  now  for  the  first 
time  introduced,  as  fundamental,  essential,  and  characteristic.  But 
I  wrong  the  gentleman,  it  is  not  exactly  the  first  time.  I  have  shown 
that  Creorge  Keith  made  the  same  effort  and  attempt  more  than  a 
Bentury  ago,  and  that  he  failed,  and  was  disowned  and  deprived  of 
membership,  in  consequence  of  the  dissension,  and  variance  that  grew 
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out  of  it.  But  the  party  now  have  gone  further  than  Keith  ever 
went;  and  they  have  had  the  success  of  introducing  a  creed  embo- 
dying those  doctrines,  as  an  act  promulgated  by  a  yearly  meeting  of 
the  real,  pure  Orthodox  p^rty  since  the  separation.  The  judge  asserts: 
^  that  we  allege  that  we  hold  the  faith  of  Friends,  but  instead  of 
proving  it,  call  upon  our  adversaries  to  prove  the  contrary."  Is  it 
so?  Have  we  failed  to  prove  that  we  hold  the  faith  of  ancient 
Friends?  Have  we  not  shown  by  all  the  ancient  and  approved 
writings  of  Friends,  the  nursing  fathers  of  the  church,  that  the  faitli 
which  we  allege  is  the  fundamental,  essential,  and  characteristic  faitl 
of  our  forefathers,  the  primitive  friends;  and  that  the  euumeratec 
doctrines  alleged  by  Hendrickson,  are  not  fundamental,  essential,  am 
characteristic  doctrines  of  ancient  Friends  ?  We  do  not  say,  tha 
those  doctrines  may  not  be  held  by  Friends.  We  could  not,  becaus 
if  it  be  true  that  the  doctrines  held  by  us  are  the  fundamental,  essen 
tial,  and  characteristic  doctrines  of  ancient  Friends,  it  follows  that  th 
tenets  of  the  society  allows  toleration  and  liberty  of  conscience  i 
respect  to  the  belief  of  those  as  well  as  other  blessed  doctrines  of  ou 
religion.  Havo  we  not  shown  the  belief  of  Fox,  of  Barclay,  c 
Penn,  of  Whitehead,  Penington,  and  a  host  of  other  fathers  of  th 
Quakers'  faith,  on  the  fundamental,  essential,  and  characteristic  doi 
trines  of  the  society,  to  be  the  same  as  held  by  Decow.  Where  ca 
we  find  approved  writers  of  the  society,  if  they  are  not  ?  Have  w 
not  shown,  that  in  respect  to  the  doctrines  of  the  trinity,  the  aton< 
ment,  and  the  Scriptures,  as  set  forth  by  Hendrickson,  that  many  < 
these  ancient  and  approved  writers  held  opinions  entirely  and  absi 
lutely  repugnant  and  contrary  thereto  ?  Have  we  not  shown  ih 
there  was  a  diversity  and  not  conformity  of  faith  among  them  upo 
those  doctrinal  subjects  ?  Were  they  ever  dealt  with  or  disownc 
for  it?  Can  that  be  a  fundamental,  essential,  and  characteristic  da 
trine  of  a  society,  which  a  member  of  it  may  believe,  or  contradic 
without  reproach  or  censure?  Is  it  not  manifest  from  all  the  eyideno 
that  freedom  of  conscience  and  belief,  on  doctrinal  subjects,  was  m 
only  tolerated,  but  sanctioned  by  the  discipline  of  the  society,  tl 
proceedings  of  the  yearly  meetings,  and  the  very  object  and  end  < 
their  being  gathered  in  unity?  Decow  then  has  not  only  maintaioc 
.triumphantly,  by  proof,  hiaown  case,  but  he  has  prostrated  and  di 
proved  that  of  the  Orthodox.  But  the  judge,  by  some  strange  alchem 
of  the  mind,  has  changed  the  state  of  one  party  for  that  of  the  othe 
and  advances  his  own  idea,  and  opinion,  that  unity  of  faith  and  pra 
tice,  requires  unity  of  interpretation  of  the  Scriptures,  upon  doctrin 
subjects  so  important  as  those  of  the  trinity,  the  atonement,  and  tl 
Scriptures,  altiiough  the  members  of  the  association  have  lived  at 
flourished,  and  prospered  in  unity  and  harmony,  from  the  infant  ag* 
of  their  institution  till  the  year  1823,  without  unity  of  interpretatic 
and  views  of  the  meaning  of  texts  of  Scripture,  involving  importai 
doctrines;  and  they  have  been  during  that  time,  favour^  with  t[ 
overshadowings  of  the  influence  of  the  God  of  peace,  in  their  ten 
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plei  of  wonhip,  and  in  Iheir  own  heartSi  until  the  fell  spirit  of  ortho- 
doxy invaded  their  peaceful  borders. 

We  admit  that  each  party  is  required  to  make  out  his  own  case; 
and  what  was  it  on  the  part  of  Decow?  Up  to  the  twelfth-month  of 
the  year  1821,  both  parties  were  recognized  by  Decow  as  belonging 
(o  the  society,  and  entertaining  its  belief.  We  do  not  deny  that  they 
held  tlie  same  doctrines.  It  would  be  presumptuous  and  contrary  to 
the  principles  of  Friends,  as  understood  by  us  so  to  do;  there  is  no 
overt  act  on  the  part  of  Hendrickson  to  justify  us  in  concluding  that 
they  did  not,  or  dispute  their  title  to  be  so  considered.  The  fact  that 
they  wished  and  attempted  to  make  other  doctrines  fundamental 
iboy  does  not  prove  that  they  did  not  adhere  to  those  which  were 
fundamental.  The  attempt  to  push  the  belief  too  far,  and  to  cover 
what  was  not  originally  embraced ;  the  believing  too  much  does  not 
prove  that  they  did  not  believe  enough.  I  make  this  admission 
fr^ly;  but  I  claim  the  admission  of  this  same  fact  for  those  repre- 
sented by  Decow.  Have  we  not  then  a  right  to  call  upon  them  for 
proof;  our  rights  stand  on  the  ground  of  denial,  as  well  as  of  assert- 
ing, and  by  what  process  of  reasoning  can  the  former  be  transmuted 
into  the  latter?  It  might,  indeed,  be  so  in  the  dungeons  of  the  inqui- 
sition, where  a  denial  by  the  accused  of  the  offence  imputed  to  him, 
is  converted  into  evidence  of  an  acknowledgment  of  its  commission: 
where  the  rack  is  applied,  and  the  sinews  are  rent,  and  tortures  of  all 
descriptions,  just  graduated  to  the  endurance  of  human  life,  are  ap- 
plied, till  the  wretch  utterly  subdued  and  broken  down  by  his  agonies, 
makes  eonfession  of  the  fact  which  his  continued  denial  was  already 
held  to  have  established. 

I  must  therefore  submit,  that  the  judge  is  in  error  in  his  law  and 
his  Cicts,  when  he  deems  it  unnecessary  to  attempt  any  further  inves- 
tigation of  the  doctrines  of  the  party  called  liicksite,  and  concludes 
^that  it  is  enough  that  it  is  not  made  to  appear,  that  they  correspond 
with  the  religious  faith  of  the  society  of  Friends.'' 

It  is  made  sufficiently  apparent  that  Deoow's  doctrines  do  corre- 
^nd  with  those  of  the  society;  and  it  is  only  by  taking  a  partial 
view  of  them,  by  rejecting  those  passages  on  which  we  lay  chief 
stress,  and  by  admitting  others  comparatively  unimportant,  that  the 
jadge  has  come  to  this  conclusion.  We  hav«  proved  that  these  doc- 
trines are  to  be  found  in  the  writings  of  ancient  and  approved  Friends, 
and  iir  our  discipline ;  and  beyond  this,  it  is  not  necessary  for  us  to 
go.  It  appears  to  me  that  the  judge's  premises  are  altogether  un- 
soand  in  relation  to  the  subject  matter  to  which  they  are  applied.  He 
argues  that  there  must  be  certain  essential,  characteristic,  fundamen- 
tal doctrines  in  every  religious  association,  and  the  position  is  assur- 
edly a  true  one.  But  what  those  doctrines  shall  be,  it  is  the  privilege 
of  the  society  to  determine;  and  profession  of  the  faith  thus  agreed 
upon  as  the  bond  of  union,  is  alwaiy b  prima /acie  evidence  of  confor- 
mity and  adherence  to  that  faith  which  hath  been  adopted  as  funda- 
mental. 
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As  to  the  periodical  queries,  to  ascertain  whether  ministers  and 
elders  are  sound  in  word  and  doctrine,  there  can  be  no  other  ordeal 
or  criterion  as  to  what  doctrines  are  meant,  but  those  adopted  and 
explained  in  the  discipline  itself.  But  the  judge  says,  in  page  88, 
<<  I  would  merely  add,  that  if  it  be  true  that  the  Orthodox  party  be- 
lieve in  the  doctrines  above  mentioned,  and  the  Hicksite  party  believe 
that  every  member  has  a  right  to  his  own  belief  on  those'subjects, 
they  well  might  say  that  their  di£ferences  were  destructive  of  that 
unity.  ^' 

Would  it  not  be  equally  destructive  of  the  unity  and  good  feeling 
of  any  society,  if  one  branch  of  it,  believing  that  a  creed  was  neces- 
sary, endeavoured  to  force  it  on  another  which  maintained  that  its 
adoption  would  be  subversive  of  their  fundamental  principles  ?  Wpuld 
not  this  difiference  justly  and  properly  be  termed  a  di£ference  in  doc- 
trine, and  justify  the  Green  street  meeting  of  April,  1827,  in  apply- 
ing that  term  to  such  a  state  of  facts?  <<  If,  (continues  the  judge,) 
their  members  and  ministers  exercise  perfect  freedom  of  thought  and 
speech  on  these  points,  their  temples  for  worship,  and,  it  is  to  be 
feared,  their  own  hearts,  would  soon  be  deserted  by  the  peace-loving 
spirit  of  their  master."  And  would  it  not  be  so,  if  one  part  of  this 
society  is  to  frame  a  belief  which  is  always  to  be  referred  to  instead 
of  the  Scriptures  themselves,  as  was  originally  designed?  would  it 
not  be  productive  of  the  greatest  and  moist  alarming  dissension? 
What  was  it  that  for  ages  and  centuries  past  hath  laid  waste  the  peace 
of  mankind,  and  crimsoned  the  fair  fields  of  Christendom  with  the 
blood  of  brother  slain  by  brother?  History  tells  us  it  was  the  con- 
flicting belief  of  men  on  these  very  doctrines  of  the  trinity,  the  atone- 
ment, and  the  Scriptures.  It  was  the  desolating  and  demon  spirit  of 
orthodoxy.  It  was  on  account  of  creeds.  It  was  because  mankind 
were  not  willing  to  bring  their  consciences  to  that  standard  of  faith 
which  was  framed,  and  modelled,  and  ordered  by  the  pride,  the  arro- 
gance, the  self-sufficiency,  and  the  despotism  of  individuals  or  sects. 
And  I  venture  to  say,  that  where  there  has  been  one  drop  of  blood 
sbed  in  sustaining  the  plain  and  simple  doctrines  of  Christ,  as  con- 
tained in  the  Scriptures,  whole  oceans  of  it  have  been  poured  out 
from  making  faiths  and  creeds,  and  orthodox  belief. 

There  was  a  time  in  the  land  of  our  ancestors,  and  it  was  not  re- 
mote from  the  time  of  Fox,  when  a  refusal  to  subscribe  to  the  Romish 
doctrine  of  transubstantiation  was  denounced  as  heresy,  and  as  such, 
the  dissenter  was  oppressed,  punished,  or  tortured ;  and  so  long  as 
church  and  state  were  united,  and  religion  leaned  upon  the  civil  go- 
vernment alone  to  support  it,  such  a  state  of  things  continued  in  full 
and  frightful  operation.  Until  the  reformation  cast  the  first  beams 
of  religious  liberty  upon  benighted  Christendom,  the  branded  heretic 
could  find  no  refuge  from  the  hand  of  the  persecutor.  If  he  believed 
not  precisely  up  to  that  mark  which  was  laid  down  for  him,  by  the 
presumptuous  and  impious  dictation  of  his  fellow-mortal,  he  was  to 
oe  dealt  with  as  an  enemy  to  God  and  man. 


Bat  I  think  the  judge  may  dismin  his  fears  of  the  evils  anticipated 
bom  the  tolention  of  difierence  of  belief.  It  was  an  alarm  which, 
while  priestei-aft  exerted  full  sway,  tormented  and  subdued  many 
pious  miiids.  Time  is  the  great  dispeller  of  delualons.  The  evidence 
in  this  caase  demoestrates  that  his  apprehensions  are  wUhout  founda- 
tion. Do  we  find  that  the  primitive  Friends  had  any  controversy 
on  these  subjects?  Have  we  not  proved  by  writers  equally  as  re- 
vered, equally  as  erudite,  and  equally  as  pious  and  respected  as  any 
whose  names  can  be  produced  by  our  opponents,  that  the  primitive 
Friends  did  not  adhere  to  or  acknowledge  any  set  form  of  faith?  Yet 
they  moved  on  in  unity,  and  the  peace-loving  spirit  of  their,  maker 
did  not  desert  them.  Those  dissensions  which  unfortunately  did 
ipring  up  amongst  them,  arose  not  from  a  diversity  of  belief  on  the 
4octrinBl  subjects  of  Christianity,  but  from  efforts  for  thelntroductioa  * 
of  a  creed  and  forms  of  faith. 

"  There  is,"  says  the  judge,  "  an  essential  incompatibility  !n  adverse 
views  with  regard  to  these  doctrines.  The  divinity  of  Christ  and 
the  authenticity  of  the  Scriptures  cannot  be  debated  in  a  worshipping 
usembly,  without  defeating  the  proper  purpose  of  meeting  together.' 
Have  we  then  undertaken  to  debate  on  the  divinity  of  the  Saviour  or 
the  authenticity  of  the  Scriptures?  or  even  claimed  the  privilege  so 
to  do?  No,  The  court  will  find  no  proof  of  it,  I  think.  "And," 
nys  the  judge  again,  "  upon  this  supposition,  too,  the  propriety,  as 
veil  as  the  legality  of  the  court  noticing  the  doctrines  of  the  prepa- 
rative meeting,  which  is  to  superintend  the  expenditure  of  this  fund> 
is  loo  manifest  to  admit  of  doubt." 

Suppose,  then,  that  we  grant,  and  we  do  fully  grant,  that  members 
of  the  society  of  Friends  are.  not  permitted  to  deny  in  their  assem- 
blies, the  divinity  of  the  Saviour  or  the  authenticity  of  the  Scriptures? 
May  they  not  preach  on  those  subjects  ?  If  not,  where  is  the  use  of 
places  of  warship  and  meetings  for  religious  worship,  if  the  being, 
the  sttributes,  and  the  mercies  of  our  Saviour  may  not  be  explained  ? 
and  even  the  mysteries  of  godliness?  The  fact  still  remains  to  be 
proved,  that  Decow  or  his  party  have  been  guilty  either  of  the  one 
■ct  or  the  other.  I  still  contest  the  correctnessof  the  Judge's  opinion 
in  Ibis  respect;  and  that  there  must  be  positive  evidence  to  show  that 
uch  denial  or  debate  has  been  made.  Is  there  a  single  witness  who 
brings  the  charge?  Is  there  anything  to  prove  that  the  Friends  with 
whom  he  concurred,  have  ever  undertaken  to  make  the  denial?  He 
belonged  to  the  society  at  Chesterfield.  Did  any  separation  which 
there  took  place,  depend  upon  doctrines?  Was  there  any  division 
on  these  subjects?  None.  What  was  the  difference?  It  originated 
in  the  monthly  meeting,  from  a  request  made  by  a  Friend  of  that 
meeting,  to  have  the  accustomed  and  ordinary  certificate  granted,  in 
cooformily  to  the  discipline  of  the  society,  on  the  removal  of  his  son 
from  Chesterfield  meeting  to  Green  street  meeting,  in  Philadelphia, 
which  was  opposed  by  the  Orthodox  party.  And,  subsequently,  they 
left  the  bouse  in  consequence  of  the  presence  of  Henry  M.  ZaWvc;- 
koffer,  a  member  of  the  yearly  meeting  held  aX  Green  tfxc^.. 


And  in  rcgartl  to  the  separation  which  took  place  at  (he  preparative 
meeting,  it  arose  from  a  demand  made  by  a  committee  appointed  at 
the  Orthodox  quarterly  meeting,  whether  they  recognised  the  autho- 
rity of  the  Arch  street  meeting  and  their  depcndenee  thereon,  and 
their  refusal  to  answer.  What  witness  has  ever  said  that  the  Ches- 
terfield preparative  meeting  denied  the  authenticity  of  the  Scriptures, 
or  the  trinity,  or  the  doctrine  of  the  atonement,  as  advanced  by  the 
opposite  party?  It  was  not,  then,  our  own  act.  The  sepai'ation  wai 
denounced  and  made  by  the  Orthodox,  because  we  would  not  acqai- 
esce  in  a  pretended  laying  down  of  the  Green  street  monthly  meeting, 
at  Philadelphia,  contrary,  as  we  believed,  to  the  discipline.  I  have 
shown  that  there  is  no  evidence,  that  the  Chesterfield  preparative 
meeting  ever  held  opinions  repugnant  or  contrary  to  the  faith  of  the 
ancient  society  of  Friends.  They  never  debated,  disputed,  or  denied, 
or  even  differed  about  doctrines;  but  they  say  that  we  are  connected 
with  Elias  Hicks,  who  does,  and  with  a  yearly  meeting,  hold  ua- 
sound  doctrines.  Is  there  a  particle  of  evidence  to  show  that  Eli» 
Kicks  ever  uttered  a  syllable  of  unsound  doctrine  at  the  yearly  meet- 
ing in  Philadelphia,  or  in  tlie  meeting  of  1838,  in  Green  street? 
Not  a  word.  Or  if  he  did,  that  the  Chesterfield  meeting  approved, 
or  even  knew  it?  I  insist,  then,  (and  surely  where  the  penalty  of 
inculpation  is  no  less  than  forfeiture  of  our  highest  earthly  privileges, 
I  have  a  right  to  insist,)  upon  proof,  at  least,  that  those  corrupting 
doctrines  were  uttei'cd  in  our  hearing.  It  will  not  do  to  assert  that 
Elias  Hicks  wrote  here,  or  conversed  there;  that  he  expressed  this 
opinion  in  the  north,  or  that  in  the  nouth.  He  might  have  given 
expression  to  his  sentiments  in  a  thousand  different  instances;  but 
such  an  expression  could  not  injure,  or  in  the  remotest  degree  affect, 
the  Chesterfield  meeting,  or  Green  street  yearly  meeting,  whilst  those 
meetings  remained  in  utter  ignorance  that  such  doctrines  were  even 
entertained  by  him.     But  where  is  the  proof  on  this  head? 

If  1  understand  rightly,  the  evidence  consists,  first,  in  certain  letters 
addressed  by  Elias  Hicks  to  Thomas  and  Phtcbe  Willis.  Thomas 
Willissay.s,  that  until  the  year  163Q,  [after  Elias  Hicks  was  consigned 
to  his  grave,}  these  letters,  to  his  knowledge,  never  were  published 
in  Phitadcl]>hia,  and  shown  only  lo  a  few  in  his  own  neighbourhood. 
It  will  not  be  pretended  that  Willis  was  anxious  to  inoculate  the 
members  of  the  society  with  these  opinions;  he  looked  upon  these 
doctrinesasloo  dangerous  to  be  disseminated,  and  he  therefore  showed 
them  only  to  a  few  who  were  too  sound  and  firm  to  be  shaken.  The 
□ext  evidence  relates  to  certain  sentiments  said  to  have  been  uttered 
in  the  Southern  quarter;  and  you  have,  on  this  point,  the  statements 
of  Ezra  Comfort  ai)d  Isaiah  Bell,  p.  491,  second  volume  of  Evidence^ 
And  here  you  have  a  strange  diversity  of  testimony.  Two  men  tell 
you  that  certain  spurious  doctrines  were  uttered,  and  no  less  than 
twenty-three  individuals,  (page  492,  second  volume  of  Evidence,] 
who  were  present  at  the  time  those  same  doctrines  were  said  lo 
have  been  promulgated,  declare  that  tbey  were  not  pronounced. 
ffere  we  httre  a  jiraetical  eridsnce  of  the  desolating  efiecta  of  disputes 


ibout  doctrines,  in  laying  waate  the  peace  of  the  society.  Was  the 
eslimony  of  two  witnesses  to  be  taken  against  that  of  twenty-throe 
af  equal  character  and  respectability  in  life? 

The  next  piece  of  testimony  on  the  subject  of  doctrine,  I  be- 
lieve is  the  letter  to  Doctor  Shoemaker.  We  do  not  know  thai  that 
letter  was  ever  published,  or  that  it  ever  came  to  the  knowledge  of 
the  Green  street  meeting,  or  Chesterfield  meeting.  It  is  not  brought 
home  to  us  so  as  to  be  legal  evidence.  The  next  evidence  is  gathered 
from  Elios  Hicks'  own  sermons.  Where  were  they  preached  ?  In 
thf  yearly  meeting  at  Philadelphia?  or  in  the  Chesterfield  meeting? 
Tbey  were  not  How  then  are  these  opinions,  if  uttered  at  all,  and 
if  not  uttered  at  the  yearly  meeting,  or  monthly  meeting  at  Chester-  ■ 
field,  or  within  the  bounds  of  the  Philadelphia  yearly  meeting,  to  E>e 
considered  as  evidence.  They  are  illegal,  and  must  be  rejected 
a)  inadmissible.  Elias  Hicks  belonging  at  the  time  to  the  yearly 
meeting  in  New  York,  and  they  never  connected  with  him  further 
Hun  by  expressing  their  acknowledgments  of  benefitfl  which  he  had 
from  time  to  time  conferred  on  their  society. 

Who  was  Elias  Hicks  ?  Ha  was  a  high,  and  pure,  and  pious,  and 
ateemed  minister  of  the  society  of  Friends,  than  whom  few,  If  any, 
of  the  members  of  that  body,  had  ever  attained  to  a  more  spiritual 
nudttioii.  His  name  was  everywhere  revered,  and  his  ministry  was 
iniversally  acceptable.  His  thorough  knowledge  of  the  doctrines 
ud  institutions  of  his  society,  added  to  the  great  facility  and  power 
of  illustration  which  he  possessed,  had  not  only  gained  him  the  con- 
fidence of  his  heaters,  but  a  long  life  of  righteousness  and  purity,  and 
ioflexibls  perseverance  in  the  paths  of  truth,  had  shed  a  lustre  over 
his  character,  which  continued  unextinguished  and  undiminished  to 
the  latest  hour  of  his  existence.  Such  a  man  any  society  might  be 
[toud  of  possessing.  I  will  not  detain  the  court  by  reading  the  tes- 
timony of  those  who  were  most  intimate  with  him  up  to  the  moment 
of  bis  final  departure  from  this  world.  It  is  sufficient  to  say,  that 
tfiey  represent  him  as  a  man  in  all  respects,  such  as  I  have  described 
tim  to  be.  And  because  such  a  man  was  permitted  to  hold  forth  in  the 
houses  of  the  Friends,  and  to  have  communion  with  their  families, 
eomiag  with  the  full  credentials  of  his  own  yearly  meeting,  and  be- 
cauw  those  Friends  expressed  and  fel(rA  unity  in  the  doctrmes  which 
he  promulgated  before  them,  sound  wlrti  unquestioned  as  far  as  the 
nrideace  snows,  tbey  are  not  to  be  made  amenable  before  the  most 
Kdemn  tribunal  of  the  country,  in  respect  to  others  which  he  did  not 
jaomulgate.     Surely  there  is  no  justice  in  this. 

But  are  the  Orthodox  party  themselves  so  to  be  judged  ?  Willis 
ays  that  the  society  is  not  and  never  was  accountable  for  works 
which  individuals  might  publish,  or  doctrines  which  they  might  pro- 
mlgate,  unless  they  should  first  have  received  the  sanction  of  the 
society.  And  it  is  the  dictate  of  common  sense.  We  have  also  the 
hirii  authority  of  William  Peon,  2d  vol.  p.  92,  in  corroboratioo  that 
thu  is  the  view  of  Friends. 
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Let  U8,  however,  see  if  Elias  Hicks  is  really  unsound  in  his  faitL 
He  is  to  be  judged  as  other  men  are,  with  equal  fairness  and  equal 
consideration;  not  by  a  few  stray  expressions,  which  in  some  un- 
guarded moment  may  have  escaped  nim,  and  which  have  lain  in 
wait,  or  been  treasured  up  till  a  favourable  opportunity  offered  itself 
for  their  developement  Elias  Hicks  was  applied  to,  to  explain  his 
doctrines  and  opinions,  and  among  others,  those  put  in  issue  by  the 
Orthodox  in  this  case.  He  did  so.  Parsons  says,  that  he  prepared 
his  answer  to  the  six  queries,  Jor  his  party.  If  so,  it  furnished  a 
still  more  convincing  proof  that  the  party  never  considered  they  were 
departing  from  the  doctrines  of  the  society,  or  adopted  unsound  doc- 
trines. Parsons,  therefore,  by  the  very  act  of  fixing  this  stigma  upon 
the  name  of  Elias  Hicks,  proves  that  Decow  and  his  associates,  do 
not  hold  those  spurious  opinions  ascribed  to  them  in  Hendrickson's 
bill  and  answer.  If  Elias  Hicks  is  to  be  judged  of  by  that  which 
has  received  his  deliberate  sanction,  let  us  refer  to  it,  in  order  to  see 
its  precise  character  and  tendency.  I  will  call  the  attention  of  the 
court  to  his  answer  to  the  six  queries,  because  it  is  a  document 
which  might  have  great  weight,  and  serve  to  disprove  altogether  the 
allegations  which  have  been  preferred.  It  is  dated  <<  Jericho,  Ele- 
venth-month 16th,  1829."  This  good  old  man,  you  will  observe, 
expresses  his  astonishment  in  the  very  outset,  that  any  one  could 
doubt  his  views  of  doctrine,  or  give  any  credence  to  those  who 
undertook  to  charge  him  with  a  departure  from  his  avowed  princi- 
ples. 

Six  QuerieSy  fyc.  rtferred  to  by  Thomas  Willis. 

«  Jericho,  Eleventh-month  16th,  1829. 

"  Dear  Friend, — Thy  affectionate  letter  I  have  duly  received,  and 
its  contents  were  grateful  to  my  best  feelings,  as  they  appear  to  be 
the  result  of  sincere  friendship.  But  I  may  acknowledge  it  was  really 
marvellous  to  my  mind,  to  think  how  it  could  be  possible,  that  thou, 
my  friend,  should  find  any  inducement  to  propose  to  me  such  ques- 
tions as  are  comprehended  in  thy  first  four  queries,  as  I  should  sup- 
pose that  no  person  who  has  had  the  opportunity  thou  hast  had  of 
seeing  and  of  hearing  me,  in  public  and  in  private,  and  who  has  known 
my  manner  of  life  for  more  tfctn  twenty  years,  would  have  given  the 
least  possible  credit  to  any  of  those  irrational  and  false  reports  to 
which  these  queries  allude;  and  although  I  consider  them  as  unwor- 
thy of  my  notice,  yet  friendship  induces  me,  fe  thou  hast  requested 
i^  to  make  a  brief  reply  to  them  severally. 

**  1st  Query. — ^Dost  thou  wish  to  be  understood,  by  anything  thou 
may  have  said  publicly  or  privately,  that  thou  denies  the  miraculous 
conception  of  the  fleshly  body  of  Jesus  Christ ;  or  dost  believe  that 
Joseph  was  his  father. 

<<  Jinswer. — ^I  have  ever  believed  and  asserted,  from  my  youth  up, 
that  I  had  as  full  a. belief  in  the  miraculous  conception  of  the  fleshly 


249 

[idy  of  Jesus  Christ,  as  it  was  possible  for  the  history  to  give  belief, 
.nd  I  may  now  assure  thee  that  I  never  thought  or  said,  that  I  be- 
eved  Joseph  was  his  father. 

*'2d  Query. — Dosl  thou  mean  to  be  understood,  by  anything 
10U  may  have  said  publicly  or  privately,  that  thou  denies  the  di- 
inity  of  Jesus  Christ? 

"^njHjeT" — As  respects  the  divinity  of  Jesus  Christ,  I  apprehend 
a  minister  in  the  society  of  Friends  has  more  oflen  in  his  public 
ommunicatians,  asserted  the  divinity  of  Jesus  Christ  the  Son  of  God, 
Inn  I  have,  assuring  my  hearers,  that  he  was  fully  swallowed  up  into 
fie  divine  nature,  and  complete  divinity  of  his  heavenly  Father, 
kit  I  never  believed  that  Jesus  Christ,  the  Son  of  God,  was  the 
other  qf  himself,  but  that  he  was  truly  the  Son  of  God,  endued  with 
ower  from  on  high,  by  which  he  was  qualified  to  usher  in  and  intro- 
uce  the  new  covenant  dispensation,  as  prophesied  long  before,  by 
eremiah  the  prophet,  when  all  outward  mediation  should  cease,  as 
be  law  of  God  was  now  to  he  writlen  on  the  inward  table  of  the 
leart,  and  not  on  tables  of  stone,  or  with  pen,  ink,  and  paper;  after 
fhich  no  man  was  to  say  to  his  neighbour  or  brother,  know  the  Lord, 
or  all  shall  know  me  from  ibc  least  to  the  greatest.  This  is  the  co- 
eoant  that  I  acknowledge,  and  I  acknowledge  no  other,  and  this  I 
oosidcr  the  only  real  gospel  covenant. 

**  3d  Query. — Dost  thou  wish  to  be  understood  as  denying  the'au- 
henticily  of  the  Scriptures  of  truth,  or  as  wishing  to  undervalue 
bem;  or  would  thou  encourage  all  to  the  frequent  and  diligent  peru- 
>1  of  them,  as  being  able,  under  divine  illumination,  to  make  wise 
lato  salvation  7 

«  ^nawtr. — As  respects  the  Scriptures  of  truth,  1  have  highly  es- 
eemed  them  from  my  youth  up,  have  always  given  them  the  pre- 
emice  to  any  other  book,  and  have  read  them  abundantly  more 
inn  any  other  book,  and  1  would  recommend  all  to  the  serious  and 
iiligeot  perusal  of  them.  And  I  apprehend  I  have  received  as  much 
mfbrt  and  instruction  from  them  as  any  other  man.  Indeed  they 
are  iaslnicled  me^ome  to  the  sure  unchangeable  foundation,  the 
ight  within,  or  spirit  of  truth,  the  only  gospel  foundation,  that  leads 
lod  guides  into  all  truth,  and  thereby  completes  man's  salvation; 
rhieh  nothing  else  ever  has,  or  ever  can  do.  But  why  need  J  say 
beae  things,  as  all  men  know,  that  have  heard  me,  that  I  confirm  my 
loetrine  abundantly  from  their  testimony.  And  I  have  always  en- 
leavoured  sincerely  to  place  theni  in  their  true  place  and  station,  but 

never  dare  exalt  them  above  what  they  themselves  declare;  and  as 
u  ^ring  can  rise  higher  than  its  fountain,  so  likewise  the  Scriptures 
an  only  direct  to  the  fountain  from  whence  they  originated^-the 
fwit  of  truth:  assaith  the  apostle,  "The  things  of  God  knoweth  nu 
man,  but  the  spirit  of  God ;"  therefore,  when  the  Scriptures  have  di- 
tctedand  pointed  us  to  this  light  within,  orspirit  of  tnith,  there  they 
oiiat  stop — it  is  their  ultimatum— the  topstone  of  wlutt  tbey  can  ilo, 
32 
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And  no  other  external  testimony  of  mentor  books,  can  do  anymore. 
But  Jesus,  in  his  last  charge  to  his  disciples,  in  order  to  prevent  them 
from  looking  without  for  instruction  in  the  things  of  Grod,  after  he 
had  led  them  up  to  the  highest  pinnacle  that  any  outward  evidence 
could  effect,  certified  them,  that  this  light  within,  or  spirit  of  truth, 
by  which  only  their  salvation  could  be  effected,  dwelt  with  them, 
and  should  be  in  them.  And  this  every  Christian  knows  to  be  a 
truth  ;  and  there  never  was  a  real  Christian  made  by  any  other  power 
than  this  spirit  of  truth;  and  everything  that  can  be  done  by  man, 
without  it,  must  fail  of  effecting  his  salvation. 

•*  4M  Query. — Dost  thou  believe  there  is  no  accountability  beyond 
the  grave,  or  that  there  is  no  state  of  rewards  and  punishments  after 
death? 

^^  •dmtoer.'^This  charge  which  I  hear  has  been  made  against  mc, 
is  altogether  such  a  bare-faced  and  palpable  falsehood,  that  I  can 
hardly  believe  that  any  man  could  be  ignorant  and  wicked  enough 
to  fabricate  such  a  story,  nor  that  any  man  that  knew  anything  aboat 
me,  could  give  the  least  possible  credit  thereto;  as  I  have  spent  a 
great  portion  of  my  time  in  travel  and  exercise,  having  travelled 
thousands  and  tens  of  thousands  of  milos,  leaving  behind  me  every 
tender  and  sweet  enjoyment  that  this  life  can  afford,  for  no  other 
cause  than  to  promote  truth  and  righteousness  among  my  friends  and 
fellow-creatures,  that  they  might  be  prepared  to  die,  and  enter  into 
that  eternal  inheritance,  prepared  for  the  righteous,  where  the  wicked 
cease  from  troubling,  and  the  weary  are  at  rest;  fully  believing  that 
every  man  will  reap  the  reward  of,  well  done  good  and  faithful  ser- 
vant, or  receive  the  sentence,  depart  from  me  ye  workers  of  iniquity, 
I  know  you  not. 

^  5th  Query. — When  thou  speaks  of  our  coming  up  to  a  level 
with  the  man  Christ  Jesus,  dost  thou  mean  level  in  our  several  capa- 
cities— I  mean  that  the  one  talented  servant,  perfectly  occupying  his 
one  talent,  is  as  perfect  as  the  five  talented  servant  perfectly  occupy- 
ing his  ? 

"  Answer. — To  this  I  need  say  but  little,  as  thou  hast  given  a  cor- 
rect solution  of  it  That  as  God  is  no  respecter  of  persons,  he,  there- 
fore, deals  out  to  all  his  rational  children  with  an  equal  hand,  as  is 
beautifully  set  forth  by  Jesus  in  the  parable  of  the  talents;  for  had 
the  one  talented  servant  faithfully  employed  his  one  talent,  and  eained 
another,  he  would  have  stood  as  high  in  his  Lord's  favour,  as  the  five 
talented  servant. 

"  Therefore,  as  his  beloved  Son  had  a  much  greater  work  on  earth 
than  any  other  man,  so  he  had  a  much  greater  fulness  of  the  spirit 
than  any  other  man ;  "  For  he  whom  God  hath  sent,  speaketh  the 
words  of  God:  for  God  giveth  not  the  spirit  by  measure  unto  him.'* 
John  iii.  34.  I  believe  with  Peter,  when  he  thus  expressed  himself^ 
**  Jesus  of  Nazareth,  a  man  approved  of  God  among  you  by  miracles, 
and  wonders,  and  signs,  which  God  did  by  him,  in  the  midst  of  you, 
A^^e  yourselves  also  know.''  Acts  ii.  22,  and  again. 


"  How  God  anointed  Jesus  of  Nazareth  with  llie  Holy  Ghosl  and 
with  power;  who  went  about  doing  good,  and  healing  all  tvho  were 
oppressed  with  the  devil:  For  God  was  with  him."  Ada  x.  38.  This 
"Holy  Ghost  and  power,"  I  believe  is  the  only  Saviour  (hat  can 
cleanse  the  soul  of  man  from  sin,  and  give  him  an  inheritance  among 
all  tlicm  which  are  sanctified.* 

"  G/A  Query. — What  relation  has  the  body  of  Jesus  to  the  Saviour 
of  man  ?  Dost  thou  believe  that  the  crucifixion  of  the  outward  body 
ofJesus  Christ,  was  an  atonement  for  our  sins? 

"  Answer. — In  reply  to  the  first  part  of  thisquery  I  answer,  I  be- 
lieTe>  ID  unifloa  with  our  ancient  Friends,  that  it  was  the  outward  gar- 
meot.  In  which  he  performed  all  his  mighty  works,  or  as  Ftuil  hath 
uprwsed  it,  "  know  ye  not  that  your  body  is  the  temple  of  the  Hcdp 
Ghost  which  is  in  youj"  therefore,  he  charged  them  not  to  deSi« 
tbon  temples.  What  is  attributed  to  that  body,  I  ackoowledze  and 
CTe  to  that  body,  in  its  place,  according  as  the  Scripture  attriouteth 
■1,  which  is  through  and  because  of  that  which  dwelt  and  acted  in  it. 
Bvt  that  which  sanctified  and  kept  the  body  pure,  and  made  all  bc- 
ccptahlein  him,  was  the  life,  holiness,  and  righteousness  of  the  spkiL 
And  the  same  thing  that  kept  his  vessel  pure,  it  is  the  same  thing 
Ihftt  cleansetb  us.  .    , 

"  In  reply  to  the  second  part  of  this  query,  I  woi^ld  remark,  that 
laee  no  need  of  directing  men  to  the  type  for  the  antitype,  neither 
to  the  outward  temple,  nor  yet  to  Jerusalem,  neither  to  Jesus  Cbrist 
or  his  blood,  outwardly;  knowing  that  neither  the  righteousness  of 
fitith,  nor  the  word  of  it,  doth  so  direct.  The  new  and  second  cove- 
naat  is  dedicated  with  the  bloodj  the  life  of  Christ  Jesus,  which  is 
the  alone  atonement  unto  God,  by.  which  all  his  people  are  washed, 
■notified,  cleansed,  and  redeemed  unto  God. 

"  I  may  add,  it  has  always  been  the  lot  of  the  Lord's  faithful  ser- 
TintSf  in  every  age  of  the  world,  to  be  cried  out  against,  and  it  makes    . 
mod  the  saying  of  the  apostle,  "  All  that  will  live  godly  in  Christ 
Jesus  shall  suffer  persecution." 

"  I  conclude  that  thou  hast  not  given  thyself  the  trouble  to  read 
ay  of  my  public  communications,  as  taken  down  by  M.  T.  C.  Gould 
dte  stenographer;  as  in  them,  all  objections  are  answered,  in  regard 
Id  my  beuef  and  doctrine:— Read  volume  1st,  and  first  communica- 
tion, in  a  work  called  "The  Quaker,"  and  a  letter  I  wrote  to  afrieqd 
in  Cheater  county,  Pennsylvania,  under  date  Seventh-month  22d, 
1827,  in  answer  to  four  queries  similar  to  thine,  published  I  believe, 
in  the  latter  part  of  the  fourtli  volume  of  the  same  work. 

*'  With  love  to  thy  dear  wife  and  children,  I  remain  thy  sincere 
Irieod, 

"  EUAB  Hioxs." 
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As  to  the  answers  to  these  queries,  it  will  not  be  contended  that 
the  answers  of  Elias  Hicks  are  not  orthodox;  and  as  Samuel  Parsons, 
in  page  212,  first  volume  of  Evidence,  says  that  they  were  drawn 
witli  care,  and  intended  to  be  favourable  to  the  views  of  his  friends, 
it  is  of  the  more  weight  in  this  case.    But  it  accords  with  his  cotempo- 
raneous  declarations;  in  same  book,  page  229,  he  says,  that  he  believed 
in  the  miraculous  conception.     This,  Joseph  Whitall  is  constrained 
to  testify  in  justice  to  Elias  Hicks,  and  Elias  Hicks  fearlessly  appeals 
to  the  whole  manner  of  his  life  for  twenty  years,  to  prove  these  an- 
swers are  in  conformity  to  the  doctrine  held  by  the  ancient  Friends. 
The  court  will  at  once  perceive  their  coincidence  with  the  approved 
writers  of  the  society,  whose  works  have  been  filed.     But  the  Ortho- 
dox themselves  considered  them  in  this  light     In  page  212,  first 
volume  of  Evidence,  Samuel  Parsons  says,  <<  That  it  is  the  common 
belief,  that  these  queries  were  written  and  addressed  to  Elias  Hicks, 
with  a  view  of  eliciting  from  him  an  exposition  of  his  principles  that 
would  be  favourable  to  the  views  of  his  friends."     You  have  here  a 
distinct  confirmation  of  the  fact,  that  if  the  opinions  of  Elias  Hicks 
were  originally  unsound  on  the  subject  embraced  in  those  queries,  he 
gave  them  up  and  adopted  those  favourable  to  the  views  of  those  for 
whom  they  were  designed :  a  positive  admission,  not  only  of  the 
soundness  of  the  doctrines  of  the  answers  to  the  querist,  but  also  of 
those  of  Friends  charged  with  being  Hicksites.     They  were  drawn 
up  with  care,  and  may  be  considered  as  containing  a  clear  statement 
of  his  sentiments  on  the  subjects  embraced  in  them.     If  we  are  to 
look  at  Elias  Hicks  as  connected  with  this  controversy,  we  are  to 
take  his  own  views  and  sentiments,  not  those  which  may  be  fabricated 
for  him  by  other  persons.     He  himself  expresses  his  great  surprise, 
that  after  a  course  of  life,  the  whole  tenor  of  which  had  attested  to 
the  soundness  of  his  principles  and  conduct,  such  charges  could  be 
brought  against  him.     And  you  are  not  entitled  to  fritter  away  his 
own  solemn  declaration,  by  the  statements  of  witnesses  whose  me- 
mory may  be  frail,  and  who  cannot  be  expected  to  retain  the  precise 
phraseology  made  use  of,  after  a  lapse  of  many  years. 

But  I  submit,  that  whether  this  was  so  or  not,  is  quite  immaterial. 
Decow  denies  any  connection  with  Elias  Hicks;  he  denies  that  Elias 
Hicks  ever  has  been  his  leader;  he  denies  that  he  follows  any  man  as 
such ;  but  he  asserts  that  he  is  an  humble  and  an  faithful  follower  of 
Jesus  Christ,  the  great  head  of  the  church  upon  earth.  Have  the 
opposite  party  shown  the  existence  of  any  connection  with  Elias 
Hicks  or  his  opinions?  Or,  because  Elias  Hicks  was  unsound,  is  the 
Chesterfield  preparative  meeting  thereby  made  so  too?  Or  are  the 
great  majority  of  that  meeting  to  be  deprived  of  their  privileges?  or 
18  a  fund  which  was  rightfully  in  their  possession,  to  be  forfeited  by 
them  for  the  acts  of  another,  or  for  sentiments  and  opinions  which 
they  have  neither  put  forth  or  approved?  The  court  must  look  at 
our  own  acts  or  opmions,  and  in  them  alone  find  the  evidence  by 
which  we  can  be  affected  or  bound.    In  respect  to  this  controversy^ 
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is  enough  for  men  to  declare  the  faith  which  thej  profess^  no  matter 
whether  Siey^ live  up  to  its  injunctions  or  not;  with  that  the  court 
mnot  interfere.  When  the  separation  took  place  4n  the  yearly 
leeting  of  Philadelphia^  did  any  of  the  Friends  ever  declare  that 
bey  entertained  a  new  fa^ith  ?  And  have  they  not  here  expressly 
teclared  that  they  adhered  to  the  old  one?  I  refer  to  page  8  of  the 
Iddress  of  the  Green  street  meeting,  of  the  21st  April,  1827:  <<  And 
re  think  proper  to  remind  you,  we  have  no  new  gospel  to  preach, 
lorany  other  foundation  to  lay  than  that  already  laid  and  proclaimed 
)y  our  forefathers,  even  Christ  within,  the  hope  of  glory,  the  power 
)f  God,  and  the  wisdom  of  God.  Neither  have  we  any  other  system 
)f  discipline  to  propose  than  that  we  already  possess.''  Here  declare 
og  that  they  had  no  new  gospel  to  preach,  no  tfew  faith  to  promul- 
gite,  no  new  doctrine  to  introduce;  but  that  they  adhered  closely  to 
hose  which  were  coeval  with  the  foundatidti,  and  interwoven  with 
he  very  vital  parts  of  their  association.  And  in  the  Address  put 
brth  by  the  general  meeting,  in  the  Sixth  month  of  1827,  they  are 
iqually  explicit.  In  the  Epistle  of  the  Tenth  month,  they  distinctly 
iTow  that  they  hold  to  the  doctrines  of  the  ancient  faith,  and  to  the 
liseipline  of  the  society.  And  in  the  yearly  Epistle  of  the  Fourth 
Qontb  of  1828,  they  speak  in  terms  equally  unequivocal.  I  will  not 
letain  the  court  by  reading  the  many  passages  which  might  be  cited  * 
9  this  end;  they  all,  however,  assert  the  same  thing. 

Howy  then,  can  all  this  be  overcome?  only  by  evidence.  And'  if 
his  be  so,  and  if  a  society  is  not  to  be  made  responsible  (and  1  appre- 
lend  it  will  never  be  contended  that  they  are,)  for  the  acts  of  indivi- 
lual  members,  unless  it  has  made  these  acts  their  own  by  direct 
eknowledgment,  we  may  confidently  rely  on  this  evidence  to  show 
hat  we  have  been  guilty  of  no  departure  from  doctrine;  for  the  evi-* 
lence  of  our  solemn  acts,  declarations^  and  assertions,  stands  wholly 
iDContradicted. 

Having,  then,  as  I  trust,  disposed  of  the  grounds  on  which  this 
leparture  is  charged,  I  shall  proceed  to  inquire  >vhether  Hendrickson 
ad  those  whom  he  represents,  have  succeeded  in  establishing  that 
he  doctrines  put  forth  in  his  bill,  are  truly  the  doctrines  professed 
ad  held  by  the  ancient  society  of  Friends.  This  seems  to  have  been 
mmed  by  the  learned  judge  whose  opinion  I  am  considering,  and 
hat  assumption  appears  to  pervade  the  decision  throughout  I  have 
h«ady  gone  over  that  subject  in  one  point  of  view,  and  I  now  again 
ik  the  attention  of  the  court,  whilst  I  endeavour  to  show  that  there 
I  no  evidence,  that  the  doctrines  enumerated  by  Hendrickson  in  his 
riginal  bill  and  answer,  are  fundamental,  essential,  and  characteristic; 
Ml  if  they  are  not^  the  whole  ground  of  claim,  so  far  as  relates -to 
octrine,  fails. 

I  beg  the  court  to  attend  to  one  or  two  views  which  I  shall  very 
riefly  present  of  this  subject;  and  I  first  call  your  attention  to  the 
oetrines  pot  forth  in  the  original  bill  and  answer.  The  court  will 
emember  the  manner  in  which  the  Orthodox  paxly^Vji^^VsXi^vxv^ 
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anflwer,  have  brought  forward  the  great  fundamental  doctrine  of  it 
ancient  society — the  belief  in  the  inward  revelation  of  the  Holy  Spin 
According  to.  the  creed  which  they  have  put  forth,  this  great  distin 
guishing  characteristic  of  the  association,  its  very  vital  principle,  it 
<<  corner  stone,"  as  William  Penn  emphatically  terms  it,  occupie 
altogether  a  secondary  and  subordinate  place  in  the  doctrines  of  tiM 
society.  They  indeed  admit  that  the  light  within  is  primary',  but  in 
the  operations  which  they  ascribe  to  it,  they  manifestly  take  awaj 
the  influence  of  that  spirit,  as  it  has  hitherto  been  understood.  II 
ceases  to  be  <^  an  unction  from  the  Holy  One,''  which  needeth  <^  nol 
to  teach  as  man  teacheth,  but  as  this  anointing  teacheth."  And  you 
will  find  it  equally  omitted  in  the  Extracts.  In  these  extracts,  pre- 
pared in  1823,  there  was  not  one  in  which  this  fundamental  doctrine 
was  set  forth.  How,  then,  when  by  their  own  act  in  omitting  tc 
recognize  this  doctrine,  they  virtually  reject  it,  can  they  possiblj 
charge  a  dereliction  upon  others? 

Without  a  distinct  recognition  of  this  princip>e  as  the  fundamental 
essential,  and  characteristic  doctrine  of  the  society,  no  matter  wha 
other  doctrines  are  held  and  professed,  no  one  can  claim  to  beloD( 
to  the  society  of  Friends.  In  the  formal  creed,  published  by  th( 
Orthodox  since  the  separation,  it  is  mentioned  only  in  the  preface. 
Why  is  all  this  ?  Was  it  designed  to  ensnare  and  entrap  the  member 
of  the  society  into  an  indiflerence  as  to  the  fundamental  belief.  T( 
prepare  them  gradually  to  look  upon  it  as  unessential,  and  then  t( 
throw  off  the  distinctive  badge  of  the  society. 

Again;  look  at  the  pleadings  and  exhibits  which  they  have  mad 
in  this  cause;  you  find  nothing  on  the  subject  of  the  rejection  o 
creeds.  And  yet,  till  now^  all  their  approved  writers  have  proteste( 
against  them,  and  the  discipline  itself  condemns  them  as  <<  the  impo 
sitions  and  teachings  of  men,"  and  vindicates  <<  liberty  of  conscience,' 
and  enjoins  upon  its  members  to  maintain  it  inviolate.  There  ar 
other  matters  of  importance  also,  which  the  society  have  always  con 
sidered  equally  essential,  although  of  minor  importance. 

I  have  shown  the  Orthodox  to  be  unsound  on  the  great  charactei 
istics  of  the  society,  and  I  will  now  show  them  to  be  silent  about  th 
minor.  What  do  they  say  in  their  bill  and  answer,  their  extracts  c 
1823,  and  their  formal  creed  adopted  since  the  separation,  about  th 
cardinal  testimonies  of  the  society,  against  war,  a  hireling  ministry 
against  taking  oaths,  against  going  to  law  with  brethren,  and  a  con 
cern  to  observe  the  golden  rule,<<  Bo  unto  all  as  we  would  they  shouL 
do  unto  us."  Yet  every  one  knows,  that  these  arc  the  cardinal  tes 
timonies,  and  characteristic  badges  of  the  society  of  Friends;  but  s 
far  as  appears  from  the  pleadings  of  the  Orthodox,  and  the  creed 
put  forth  as  containing  the  fundamental  doctrines  of  the  society, 
man  may  take  oaths,  engage  in  wars, hear  a  hireling  ministry  preacb 
Set.  &c.y  and  yet  be  a  very  good  Quaker!  They  have  not  made  the9 
testimonies  essential,  or  characteristic  of  the  society  of  Friends :  the; 
have  selected  those  controversial,  doctrinal  questions  of  Christianity 
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rhich  have  ever  been  ihe  prolific  source  of  disKDaion  aod  division 
mong  the  difierent  sects  of  our  religion;  and  on  all  other  mattery 
lowevcr  fundnmcntal,  essential,  and  characteristic  they  may  always 
lave  been,  they  are  silent;  thereby  implying  that  all  others  are  nn- 
ssential,  and  not  necessary  to  characterize  the  society. 

Nor  do  they  mv,  (and  perhaps  it  is  wise  that  they  have  not  saidj 
■n3rthing  in  relation  to  their  concern  to  act  on  that  golden  rule  of 
Christianity,  "  Do  unto  all  as  we  would  they  should  do  unto  lu,'* 
This  omission  was  wisely  made ;  for  whilst  they  were  attempting  to 
deal  out  moral  destruction  upon  us,  whilst  they  were  shouting  in  the 
bxw  of  exultation,  and  the  language  of  triumph,  "  all  or  nothing;" 
"we  will  deprive  you  of  your  heritage,  and  your  innocent  oSpring 
whieh  were  to  receive  its  full  benefitsinfuture  times,  shall  but  mourn 
orer  its  loss;"  they  did  well  not  to  sufier  the  glaring  inconsistency 
gf  their  conduct  to  be  contrasted  with  such  a  Christian  profession. 

What  do  they  say  about  going  to  law  with  their  brethren  ?  They 
Kf  that  Shotwell  is  disowned,  and  was  not,  at  the  commencement  of 
this  suit,  a  member  of  their  society,  and  therefor^  they  have  not  vio- 
iMed  their  discipline  in  this  respect  But  against  whom  did  they 
mginally  commence  the  suit  ?  Was  it  not  substantially  against  that 
Mrtof  Uie  preparative  meeting  at  Chesterfield,  whom  they  oppro- 
ifiously  call  Hicksite,  many  of  the  members  of  which  were  not 
tisowiKd  ?  Was  it  not  intended  to  deprive  them  of  their  rights,  civil 
od  religious ;  and  designed  to  compel  them  to  go  to  law  with  bre- 
hren,  or  stand  quietly  by  and  see  themselves  stripped  of  their  pro- 
crty,  and  expelled  from  their  places  of  worship  ?  This,  however, 
ns  but  one  of  the  subterfuges  to  which  they  have  resorted.  Shot- 
rdl  was  hut  the  nominal  party  in  this  suit,  and  they  knew  and  pur- 
oaely  framed  their  original  bill  to  bring  on  a  suit  at  law  with  those 
rbom  they  could  not  deny  to  be  brethren  without  endangering  their 
iseipline. 

What  do  they  say  on  the  subject  of  a  hireling  ministry  ?  This  is 
ne  of  the  testimonies  which  the  society  has  always  borne,  and  for 
rhich  ancient  Friends  suffered  more  persecution  than  for  any  other 
Hue.  Here  they  are  silent ;  not  a  breath  has  escaped  them ;  and 
rben,  on  the  grounds  of  superior  purity  of  faith,  they  seek  to  dis- 
■anehise  us,  it  is  most  singular  that  they  should  fail  even  to  place  on 
bdr  record,  the  peculiar  characteristic  badges  by  which  they  are  dis- 
iBguished.  Butthiswouldnot  suit  their  purpose:  they  were  about  to 
liow  the  line  between  themandtheancientsocietyof  Friends.  That  , 
Bcient  society  rested  not  on  outward  ceremonials,  but  on  spiritual  in- 
oences;  and  the  inward  operations  or  teachings  of  the  Spirit;  at)d 
rhenever  any  of  their  members  resolved  to  depart  from  the  belief  of 
M0e  spiritual- influences,  and  to  resort  to  creeds  which  were  the  mere 
^ring  of  human  impositions  and  human  teachings,  it  was  of  course 
raper  that  they  should  leave  space  for  the  introduction  of  a  hireling 
dnistry.  The  innovation  is  moving  onward  at  a  steady,  but  a  certain 
lee;  aa  it  pn^esses,  you  will  irequently  see  seminaries  and  col- 
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leges  forChe  education  of  ministers  rise  up;  and  hireling  ministiy^ 
and  all  the  forms  and  outward  ceremonies,  which  it  was  the  objec|| 
of  the  primitive  fathers  of  this  church  to  avoid,  will  follow  in  tbeiiK 
train.     Man  alone  can  be  the  interpreter  of  a  creed  framed  by  taun*^ 
and  the  natural  consequence  must  be  that  a  ministry  must  be  pro- 
cured to  solve  the  mysteries  in  which  that  creed  will  be  involved 
Reject  the  <<  Hght  within,"  the  unction  from  the  Holy  One, — ^reject 
whiat  this  ^*  anointing  teacheth/'  and  you  need  man  to  teach  yoik 
The  whole  superstructure  of  the  society  rests  upon  this  foundation  of 
the  teachings  of  the  Holy  One. 

This  is  not  anticipation,  it  has  already  become  history;  for  yoa 
find  that  after  this  separation  took  place,  a  creed  was  adopted  by  the 
Orthodox;  they  published  the  repudiated  extracts  of  1823,  as  the  act 
of  the  society ;  nay,  they  proceeded  still  further.  By  a  convocation, 
Ziot  indeed  of  bishops,  for  they  have  scarcely  yet  travelled  so  far  in 
the  grades  of  hierarchy,  nor  yet  of  priests,  nor  of  a  synod,  but  of 
delegated  committees  sent  from  the  several  yearly  meetings  on  this 
continent,  they  formed  a  creed.  This  act  alone,  separates  them  en- 
tirely, in  belief,  in  practice,  and  in  testimonies  from  the  ancient 
society  of  Friends. 

We  insist  that  we  have  brought  conclusive  evidence,  to  show  that 
*the  Orthodox  Friends  themselves  have  departed  from  their  original 
principles;  that  they  have  adopted  a  doctrine  which  was  always  re- 
pudiated by  the  society  of  ancient  Friends,  and  which  must  necessa- 
rily lead  to  the  rejection  of  the  fundamental  doctrine  of  the  light  of 
Christ  within.  1  make  no  complaint  of  this,  although  they  seek  to 
deprive  us  of  our  birthright  and  our  inheritance,  although  they  de- 
.  mand  a  forfeiture  against  us  for  an  alleged  departure  from  the  ortho- 
dox faith  of  Friends.  We  do  not  question  their  right  so  to  do — we 
ask  no  forfeiture  against  them,  but  we  insist,  and  I  respectfully  sub- 
mit, that  we  have  shown  that  the  standard  of  orthodoxy,  by  which 
they  attempt  to  try  us,  is  not  the  belief  of  the  Quakers;  that  it  is  not 
.  the  fundamental  truths  of  the  ancient  Friends:  but  that  it  is  made  for 
the  present  occasion,  and  consequently  from  motives  of  temporary 
expediency.  •It  does  not  go  far  enough  to  connect  itself  with  the 
belief  of  the  Episcopalian,  the  Baptist,  nor  any  other  sect  professing 
the  trinitarian  creed,  which  it  is  reaching  to;  but  on  the  other  hand, 
it  departs  from  that  faith  of  which  it  falsely  professes  itself  to  be  a 
part.  It  l^ves  the  plain,  simple,  and  consistent  doctrines  of  the 
Quaker  society,  and  places  itself  upon  the  footsteps  of  the  steeple- 
house.  But  it  does  not  enter;  that  is  reserved  for  a  future  eflfort. 
At  present  they  are  content  with  a  state  of  betweenity, 

I  now  dismiss  the  subject  on  the  ground  of  doctrines.  I  therefore 
submit,  finally,  that  the  fesue  made  by  Hendrickson  is  entirely  un- 
supported by  proof.  He  has  wholly  failed  to  establish  that  the  creed 
setfbrth  by  him  in  his  bill  and  answer,  as  the  faith  professed  by  him 
and  his  associates,  is  the  faith  held  by  the  ancient  society  of  Friends; 
to  be  found  in  their  ancient  approfed  writers,  and  in  the  discipline 


'  the  society.  That  he  has  wholly  Taikd  to  prove  that  Decow  and 
■  friencls  ever  held  or  professed  ihe  doctrines  which,  by  fhe  plcad- 
igB,  Hendrickson  charge!)  them  with  holding.  Thai  even  if  the  faith 
f  ancient  Friends  was  as  Ilendrickson  pretends,  he  has  not  proved 
Dy  departure  from  it  by  Decow  and  liis  frtenda,  and  tlierefore  that 
ae  whole  allegation  contained  Jn  (he  original  bill  and  answer,  that 
^  tfic&site  parly  have  seceded  from  Ihe  doclrinca  and  separated 
rom  the  discipline,  is  without  foundation  in  its  commencement, 
BBupported  by  proof  in  its  progress,  and  must  be  unsuccessful  in  itA 
■rrainalion. 

And  finally,  that  Decow,  who  stood  on  the  defensive,  has  done 
Mt  be  Wis  not  compelled  to  do — proved  distinctly  and  beyond 
Mm,  that  the  fundamental  truths  which  he  sets  forth  in  his  answer, 
■Ibofle  of  the  ancient  society  of  Friends  to  be  focmd  in  their  ancient 
MTored  writers,  and  in  their  discipline,  are  the  fundamental,  essea- 
■,eharactenstlc  doctrines  of  the  ancient  society  of  Friends,  and  are 
dd  and  entertained  by  him  and  his  friends.  That  they  never  have 
»ded  from  them,  and  that  the  allegation  of  Hendrickson,  in  respect 
'doctrines  and  his  claim  of  forfeiture  founded  thereon,  has  Hiiled, 
Monly  by  want  of  proof,  but  has  been  overcome  and  disproved  by 
NKltiaire  evicleuce. 

(The  court  adjourned.)  .  - 


Thursday  ajtemoon. 
U.  Waix  resumed: 

May  it  please  your  honours,  when  the  court  adjourned,  1  had  cii- 
avoured  to  s.itisfy  it,  that  the  charge  brought  against  the  society  of 
riends,  that  they  had  seceded  from  the  faith  of  the  ancient  society  - 
'Friends,  was  unsupported  by  evidence;  and  that  upon  the  doctrinal 
ibjects  set  forth  by  Hendrickson,  as  the  fundamental  doctrines  of 
le  society,  lihprly  nf  conscience  in  interpreting  Scripture  testimony 

respect  to  them,  was  tolerated  by  the  ancient  society  of  Friends, 
or  is  it  strange  or  anomalous,  when  we  look  to  the  great  fundamen- 
I  principles  on  which  the  society  was  gathered  together,  that  tha' 
fnign  principles  of  toleration  or  libCTty  of  conscience  were  carried  . 
I  that  extent.  1  have  shown  what  Decow  and  his  friends  consider 
1  be  the  foundations  of  the  society.  The  society  was  founded,  con^ 
ntied,  and  grew  upon  principles  of  toleration.  It  was  not  consi- 
ired  .that  disunity  of  opinion  on  doctrinaj  subjects  alone,  was  suffi- 
eot  ground  for  disownment.  Something  more  was  necessary.  It 
4Bt  be  eviaced  by  outward  acts,-  a  denial  of  the  fundamental  truths 
'fbe  aociety,  or  carried  out  by  a  departure  from  the  inwar^  bond — 
« life  of  righteousness — that  purity  of  life  and  conduct  which  the 
ght  within,  if  properly  followed  tnd  submitted  to,  is  sure  to  pro- 
ace. 

33  •  .      " 
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Before  I  proceed,  however,  to  the  second  ground  of  the  argument 
there  is  one  view  which  appears  to  me  of  great  importance,  which! 
wish  to  submit  to  the  court.  It  is  contended  on  the  part  of  Joseph 
Flendrickson,  that  the  society  at  Chesterfield  hold  their  property  by 
the  tenure  of  connection,  in  doctrine  and  discipline,  with  the  Ard 
street  yearly  meeting  in  Philadelphia — a  meeting  out  of  the  state  of 
New  Jersey,  and  a  majority  of  the  members  not  amenable  to  its  lawa 
Is  it  consistent  with  the  principles  of  our  government — is  it  consistent 
with  the  grounds  on  which  this  fund  was  created,  that  its  very  exist- 
ence, and  the  uses  to  which  it  shall  be  applied,  should  depend  on  the 
fiat  of  a  yearly  meeting  existing  out  of  the  state  of  New  Jersey,  and 
a  majority  of  whom  are  not  citizens  of  the  state?  In  connection  with 
this  view,  I  also  call  your  attention  to  the  principle  th^  learned  judga 
has  laid  down,  in  page  77  of  his  opinion:  <^  In  searching  for  the  doc- 
trines of  the  society,  it  is,  in  my  opinion,  not  necessary  to  inquire 
whether  there  were  any  difierences  of  opinion  among  their  ancient 
writers,  provided  that  the  society  had,  for  a  long  time  before  thifl 
fund  was  established,  promulgated,  as  a  body,  their  religious  doctrines, 
and  had  settled  down  in  harmony  under  them.  It  is  a  body  of  Friends, 
with  their  settled  and  known  characteristic  at  that  time,  which  is 
contemplated  in  the  trusf 

I  will  call  the  attention  of  the  court  to  one  or  two  considerations 
that  thence  arise.  Suppose  the  yearly  meeting  of  Arch  street,  com- 
posed— not  of  the  members  of  the  preparative  meeting  of  Chesterfield 
— not  of  the  members  of  the  difierent  preparative,  monthly,  and 
quarterly  meetings  in  New  Jersey — but  of  the  members  of  prepara- 
tive, monthly,  and  quarterly  meetings  in  other  states,  and  thus  com- 
posing a  great  majority  of  that  meeting,  should  venture  to  change  the 
discipline  in  regard  to  doctrine.  Are  the  members  of  Chesterfield 
meeting  to  be  disfranchised,  divested  of  their  rights,  because  they 
cannot  change  with  Arch  street  meeting?  If  the  principle  of  the 
learned  judge  is  admitted,  it  must  go  to  that  extent. 

It  is  distinctly  avowed  in  this  suit,  that  the  preparative  meeting  at 
Chesterfield  have  forfeited  their  rights,  in  consequence  of  not  adhering 
to  the  yearly  meeting  of  Arch  street,  and  therefore  have  departed 
from  the  doctrines  of  ancient  Friends.  And  I  do,  in  the  outset, 
solemnly  protest  against  being  tried  in  tlie  principle,  that  whatever 
are  the  acts  of  the  Arch  street  yearly  meeting,  or  any  other  meeting 
in  Philadelphia,  we  are  bound  by  them,  per  sCj  here.  We  humbly 
insist  that  we  do  not  hold  our  property  by  the  absolute  sufferance  d 
that  meeting,  or  the  construction  it  may  put  on  points  of  doctrine  or 
discipline.  Chief  Justice  Gibson,  in  the  supreme  court  of  Pcnnsyl* 
vania,  in  the  case  of  the  Methodist  Church  of  Pittsburg  v.  Stephen 
Remington  and  others,  in  October  term,  1832,  inquires  how  far  % 
trust,  in  favour  of  what  may,  in  some  respects,  be  considered  a  foreigr 
society,  is  consistent  with  the  spirit  of  their  laws,  and  seems  to  thinli 
that  the  members  of  a  religious  society,  a  vast  majority  of  whom  an 
strangers  to  their  laws,  should  not  be  let  into  the  benefits  of  the  trust 


md  withdilt  kigiflhtiTe  Heende.  The  principle  aeetns  to  me  a  i^md 
Be,  and  to  embrace  this  case.  The  great  maw  of  the  yearly  meeting 
fctfae  aocaety  of  Frienda,  at  Philadelphia^'are  not  citizens  of  New 
iraey,  and,  as  a  religious  society,  could  not  claim  the  benefits  of  oni^ 
alt-incorporating  act,  which  is  confined  to  religious  societies  in  the 
late.  The  yearly  meeting  of  Philadelphia  could  not,  according  to 
lie  poHcy  of  that  act,  hold  property  in  New  Jersey.  C^kn  we,  then^ 
|ife  such  effect  to  an  act  of  that  yearly  meeting,  as  will  divert  pro- 
inty  lawfully  held  by  om*  citizens?  Shall  the  yearly  meeting  be 
Itrmitted  to  do  indirectly,  what  it  cannot  do  directly? 

We  are  then,  here,  in  regard  to  this  property,  not  to  look  to  any 
MMtruction  which  the  yearly  meeting  may  have  put  on  the  bond 
ikieh  bound  the  two  meetings  together,  but  to  the  bond  itselC  We 
My  inquire  if  the  bond  has  not  been  broken,  or  perverted  to  objects 
Bat  originally  in  view.  If  so,  we  are  not  bound  by  the  acts  of  that 
■eetiDg.  To  determine  this,  we  must  recur  to  the  bond  of  union 
Mtween  the  two  meetings,  and  not  to  the  construction  put  on  it  by 
fee  Arch  street  meeting.  A  court  sitting  in  New  Jersey  will  never 
Mk  to  the  acts  of  a  religious  society  beyond  its  own  jurisdiction,  to 
letermine  the  rights  of  its  own  citizens,  where  they  did  not  parttci- 
late  in  them.  It  can  never  be  admitted  by  the  highest  court  of  New 
'cney,  that  the  property  of  its  citizens  shall  be  determined  by  acts 
ommitted  oat  of  the  state,  by  a  society  not  bound  by  its  laws  or 
laring  allegiance  to  it. 

lo  Pennsylvania,  where  these  acts  were  done,  the  courts  will  not 
Dow  the  acts  of  any  body,  either  civil  or  ecclesiastical,  existing  be- 
md  their  own  limits,  to  operate  on  the  rights  of  the  citizens  of  that 
tate)  in  ecclesiastical  property.  Such  is  the  doctrine  thrown  out  by 
ha  supreme  court  of  Pennsylvania  in  the  case  already  cited.  Although 
lofeasing  to  rest  itself  upon  legislative  enactments,  it  contains  a 
foad  principle.  If  the  yearly  meetingi  whose  acts  are  invt>lved  in 
Ilia  ease,  had  been  held  at  Burlington,  instead  of  Philadelphia,  the 
ighest  court  of  Pennsylvania  would  not  have  admitted  its  pro- 
ledings  as  evidence,  in  deciding  on  claims  to  property  in  Pennsyl- 


Ait  if  we  are  to  be  affected  by  the  acts  of  the  yearly  meeting,  still 
fit  should  lay  down  rules  or  establish  principles  not  authorised  by 
Indiscipline,  if  it  ceases  to  perform  the  objects  in  view  in  its  forma- 
m^  and  no  longer  answers  the  end  originally  designed,  then  ipsa 
wiOf  the  preparative  meetings  in  New  Jersey  are  absolved  from 
1  allegiance  to  it.  In  this  case,  the  yearly  meeting  must  be  limited 
f  the  discipline  which  was  in  existence  when  the  fund  was  created. 
ka  characteristic  badges  of  the  society  of  Friends  cannot  depend  on 
16  doings  of  the  yearly  meeting  of  Philadelphia.  The  question 
■It  first  be  settled;  was  the  conduct  of  the  yearly  meeting  conform- 
lie  to  the  discipline  ?  If  the  yearly  meeting  haa  violated  the  disci- 
liBe,it  cannot  rightfully  exercise  a  control  over  the  Chesterfield 
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preparative  meeting,  nor  can  its  acts  affect  property  held  by  citizeni 
of  New  Jersey  under  its  own  jurisdiction  and  laws. 

I  will  take  the  liberty  of  illustrating  this  by  one  or  two  cates: 
Suppose  that  the  yearly  meeting  should  determine  to  say  to  the  mem- 
bers of  the  preparative  meeting,  you  should,  instead  of  believing  io 
the  former  doctrine  of  the  society  of  Friends,  in  regard  to  the  inward 
light,  believe  in  what  we  now  teach  you.  You  are  to  take  the  Scrip- 
tures as  the  grounds  of  your  belief,  with  the  interpretation  we  put  oa 
them.  This  inward  light  is  an /^nt^ya/t^u^.  It  will  delude  yoa« 
Suppose  the  yearly  meeting  should  say,  that,  instead  of  the  old  doe- 
trinesof  the  society  in  regard  to  baptism,  the  Lord^s  supper,  &c  the 
members  of  the  preparative  meeting  should  believe  in  water  baptiflm 
and  the  common  mode  of  administering  the  sacrament,  held  by  other 
sects.  Suppose  that  they  should  substitute,  for  the  faith  and  hopes 
of  the  Friends,  their  inward  and  spiritual  religion,  a  religion  of 
outward  ceremonies  and  forms.  Would  the  Chesterfield  meeting  be 
bound  by  such  acts  and  changes  ?  Would  it  forfeit  its  rights  of  pnh 
perty,  if  it  would  not  submit  ?  Suppose  the  yearly  meeting  had  said, 
that  the  Chesterfield  preparative^meeting should  not  appoint  teachers 
to  its  own  school,  but  the  yearly  meeting  would  appoint  them. 
Heresies  hkve  crept  in  among  you.  You  are  not  fit  to  be  trusted 
with  the  education  of  your  children,  or  the  situation  of  teachers. 
Suppose  that  the  yearly  meeting  had  directed  that  this  fund  should 
be  thrown  into  a  common  fund  of  the  yearly  meeting,  to  be  under 
the  direction  of  the  meeting  for  sufferings.  Surely  it  will  not  be  said, 
the  Chesterfield  meeting  will  be  bound  to  submit  in  such  a  case. 

I  therefore  deny  altogether  that  the  Chesterfield  preparative  meeting 
of  Friends  at  Crosswicks,  can  upon  any  legal  principles,  hold  their 
property  in  New  Jersey,  on  the  tenure  of  recognising  their  con- 
nexion with  Arch  street  yearly  meeting  in  Philadelphia,  or  being 
recognised  by  them;  you  do  not  find  any  such  provision  in  the  sub* 
scription  out  of  which  this  trust-fund  originated.  It  is  not  in  their 
institutions,  in  their  discipline,  nor  has  it  ever  been  in  any  way  sanc- 
tioned by  them.  All  that  it  is  enjoined  upon  them  is,  to  recognise 
their  subordination  to  a  yearly  meeting,  and  to  the  discipline  adopted 
by  them.  But  it  is  against  the  very  discipline  of  the  society  to 
attach  any  obligation  to  the  observation  of  public  fasts,  feasts,  and 
holy-days,  or  such  injunctions  and  forms  as  arc  devised  in  man's 
will,  for  divine  worship.  It  would  be  strange,  therefore,  if  a  society 
which  holds  that  the  worship  and  prayer  which  God  accepts,  are 
such  only  as  are  produced  by  the  influence  and  assistance  of  his  holy 
Spirit,  should  make  their  dearest  civil  and  religious  rights  depend  on 
their  conformity  to  the  time  and  place  of  a  meeting,  and  on  the  form 
and  not  the  substance. 

If  I  have  been  successful,  in  establishing  my  first  position,  that 
Decow  and  his  friends  have  not  seceded  from  the  faith,  and  funda- 
mental doctrines  of  the  ancient  society  of  Friends,  or  that  Hendrick* 
son  has  failed  to  prove,  that  the  creed  he  sets  forth  in  his  bill  and 
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iDflwer,  are  the  fundamental  doctrines  of  that  society,  this  court  must 
decide  that  Hendrickson  has  failed  in  his  attempt  to  divest  Decow 
and  his  friends  of  their  right  in  this  fund,  upon  the  allegation  of 
aeeeasion  from  the  doctrines  of  the  society.  This,  in  my  opinion, 
rdieves  the  case  of  all  difficulty,  and  will  ensure  a  reversal  of  the 
decree  made  in  this  case.  I  can  hardly  persuade  myself,  that  if  this 
court  should  be  with  us  upon  the  great  point,  that  it  can  be  possible^ 
even  if  they  should  suppose  that  Decow  and  his  friends  have  de- 
parted from  the  discipline  of  the  society,  in  adhering  to  the  neW 
meeting  instead  of  the  old  one  held  in  Philadelphia,  that,  for  such  a 
miaapprehension,  or  misallegiance,  they  forfeit  their  rights  of  pro* 
perty.  Can  it  be  successfully  contended,  that  a  majority  of  a  reli- 
gious association,  honest  in  their  views,  faithful  in  their  religious 
principles,  and  loyal  to  their  institutions  of  government,  forfeit  their 
pn^rty  because  they  commit  an  error  in  their  interpretation  of  their 
discipline.  It  seems  to  me,  that  this  is  neither  the  time  nor  place 
for  the  establishment  of  such  a  principle.  Fearful,  indeed,  would  be 
the  consequences  of  such  a  doctrine.  This  court  would  pause  before 
they-adopted  such  a  principle. 

The  next  question  which  I  propose  to  discuss,  relates  to  the  dis- 
cipline of  the  society.  Hendrickson  alleges,  that  Decow  and  his 
friends  have  seceded  from  the  religious  institutions,  government,  and 
discipline  of  the  society  of  Friends.  This  is  denied  by  Decow  and 
must  be  proved  by  Hendrickson. 

It  was  a  consolation  to  me,  in  examining  the  opinion  of  Justice 
Drake,  that  I  was  relieved  from  the  concurrenceof  the  Chief  Justice, 
in  his  opinions  as  to  the  doctrines  of  the  society.  It  was  only  his 
opinion  that  I  had  to  combat.  So  it  is  to  me  a  source  of  congratula- 
tion, that  in  proceeding  to  investigate  the  opinion  of  the  Chief  Jus- 
tice, I  have  with  me,  if  not  the  opinion,  yet  certainly  the  doubts  of 
his  learned  associate,  expressed  in  no  unequivocal  language,  in  respect 
to  some  important  principles,  that  we  meet  at  the  threshold  of  this 
discussion.  In  page  62  of  his  opinion,  Judge  Drake  says:  "  If  this 
preparative  meeting  were  an  independent  body,  acting  without  the 
influence  of  any  conventional  principle  operating  upon  this  point,  the' 
aet  of  the  minority  on  this  occasion  would  not  affect  the  power  of  the 
majority,  who  remained  in  session,  however  it  might  expose  itself 
and  the  members  composing  it,  to  disabilities.  But  the  right  to  make 
appointments  and  to  exercise  the  other  functions  of  the  preparative 
meeting,  would  still  continue  with  the  larger  party."  Again  in  page 
71,  he  says:  '^  Here  were  two  great  parties,  dividing  not  only  the 
numbers,  but  the  talents,  the  experience,  and  piety  of  this  society, 
separated  on  important  questions,  and  each  tenacious  of  its  own  opi- 
nions. How  shall  this  controversy  be  decided  ?  It  is  a  general  prin- 
ciple relating  to  all  associations  of  men,  that  all  the  members  of  a 
meeting,  who  have  a  right  to  a  voice  at  all,  have  a  right  to  an  equal 
voice,  unless  there  be  something  in  the  terms  of  the  associatioa  to 
vary  those  rights.  1t  is  conceded  that  all  the  membei^  ot  \.Vv\%  ^i»^\^^ 
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have  a  right  to  attend  the  yearly  meetings^  and  that  the  clerk  may 
notice  the  opinions  of  all.  (1st  vol.  Ev.  85,  383.)  How  then  is  he 
to  distinguish  between  them  ?  The  usage  to  accord  superior  weight 
to  superior  piety  and  experience,  has  indeed  been  uniform,  yet  it 
seems  to  want  that  degree  of  certainty  in  its  application,  which  in 
imperative  rule  of  government  requires.  Who  is  to  judge  which  mem- 
bers have  the  most  wisdom,  or  the  greatest  share  of  the  spirit  of 
truth  ?  Each  individual  may  concede  it  to  another,  so  as  to  yield 
his  own  opinion,  if  he  will.  But  who  shall  judge  of  it  for  a  whole 
assembly  ?  Who  shall  allot  among  a  great  many  individuals,  their 
comparative  weight,  if  any  body  it  must  be  the  clerk  ?  The  result  is^ 
that  the  government,  if  not  a  democracy,  very  much  resembles  a 
monarchy.'*  "  Will  he  (the  clerk)  always  declare  them  truly  ?  To 
err  is  human.  He  may  be  directed  by  light  from  above,  or  follow 
his  own  will  ?"  Again  in  page  72,  he  says:  "  Hence  the  clerk  i» 
suffered  to  gather  the  feeling  and  sense  of  the  meeting  from  those  who 
have  long  manifested  a  spiritual  walk  and  conversation,  aided  by  the 
agency  of  the  Spirit  of  truth  in  his  own  mind.  But  it  is  at  least  pos- 
sible that  a  meeting  should  be  unfitted  in  a  measure  for  this  inte^ 
course  with  the  Spirit,  and  the  clerk  may  be  influenced  by  earthly 
passions,  and  have  a  will  of  his  own  to  subserve,  as  well  as  that  of 
the  Great  Head  of  the  church.  Should  such  a  case  arise,  the  govern- 
ment becomes  not  what  it  was  intended  to  be.  May  it  not  be  said, 
that  in  such  a  case  the  condition  on  which  the  power  of  the  clerk  and 
the  minority  is  founded,  is  broken,"  &c. 

I  submit,  therefore,  that  I  enter  upon  the  second  branch  of  this 
subject,  aided  by  the  suggestions  of  the  learned  judge,  if  not  supported 
by  his  views. 

I  have  already  shown  what  was  the  object  and  end  of  establishing 
the  discipline  of  the  society.  It  was  for  the  worship  of  God  in 
spirit,  and  for  the  exercise  of  a  tender  care  over  each  other  in  gospel 
love. 

Before  entering  upon  this  discussion,  it  will  be  necessary  to  call 
attention  to  the  different  meetings  of  the  society,  as  established  by 
the  discipline,  and  the  manner  in  which  they  are  made  subordinate 
to  each  other.  This  is  explained  in  the  discipline.  The  prepara- 
tive meeting  is  that  in  which,  as  its  name  indicates,  business  is  pre- 
pared for  the  monthly  meeting.  A  preparative  meeting  may  be  the 
owner  of  property;  and  I  shall  be  able  to  show  that,  in  regard  to 
ownership  of  property,  there  is  no  subordination  of  one  meeting  to 
another — none  of  preparative  meetings  to  monthly  meetings,  of 
monthly  meetings  to  quarterly  meetings,  or  of  quarterly  meetings  to 
the  yearly  meetings.  The  subordination  is  simply  in  respect  to  ad- 
vice which  may  or  may  not  be  asked.  When  unity  cannot  be  ob- 
tained in  any  matter  arising  in  an  inferior  meeting,  such  meeting 
may  or  may  not  seek  advice  of  a  superior  meeting.  This  advice 
when  given,  may  or  may  not  be  followed. 

The  cases  in  which  meetings  are  subordinate  to  one  another^  are 
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to  be  found  in  the  discipline.  If  not  found  in  the  discipline,  we  are 
not  lo  look  for  them  anywhere  else.  Usage  or  custom  canifot  con- 
WA  a  plain,  unambigtious,  nnt]  written  rule,  or  confer  a  power  not 
given  by  the  discipline.  Thin  principle,  I  think,  will  not  be  dis- 
puted. When  legnl  rights  depend  upon  a  discipline  which  may  be 
considered  the  constitution  of  a  society,  they  we  to  be  decided  by  a 
construction  of  the  discipline  itself.  No  usage  can  control  its  plain 
language  or  give  a  power,  not  imparted  by  it.  No  power  can  be 
implied,  except  what  is  clearly  necessary  to  carry  into  effect  a  power 
npresslv  granted,  and  this  must  be  in  conformity  to  the  spirit  and 
intent  of  the  discipline.  A  construction  founded  on  usage  and  pre- 
cedent is  at  all  times  dangerons,  and  must  be  watched  with  guarded 
caution.  This  is  the  engine  which  cunning  and  power  apply  to 
o?erthrow  the  firmest  pillais  of  human  rights  and  the  bulwariu  of 
cifil  and  religious  liberty.  Acts,  which  may  be  tolerated  for  the 
good  they  eflect,  and  adapted  with  unity  to  meet  a  case  not  provided 
for  by  the  discipline,  eannot  be  made  to  furnish  an  unwritten  rule 
contrary  lo  that  which  is  written.  I  protest  against  our  being  bound 
by  anything  but  what  we  hare  consented  to,  and  what  is  to  bo  found 
In  the  discipline. 

In  regard  to  the  construction  of  the  discipline,  the  great  rule  of 
construction,  applicable  to  all  grants  of  power,  is  to  be  resorted  to. 
Whatever  is  not  delegated  or  granted  by  the  society,  remains  with 
tbe  society,  and  unreserved. 

In  page  31,  of  the  discipline,  the  nature  of  meetings  for  discipline 
ii  described.  Here  it  is  said,  "  The  connexion  and  subordination  of 
Mr  meetings  for  discipline  are  thus:  preparative  meetings  are  ac- 
Monlable  to  the  monthly,  the  monthly  to  the  quarterly,  and  the 
joarterly  lo  the  yearly  meeting.  So  that  if  the  yearly  meeting  be 
It  any  time  dissalistied  with  the  proceedings  of  any  inferior  meeting, 
R*  B  quarterly  meeting  with  the  proceedings  of  either  of  its  monthly 
neetings,  or  a  monthly  meeting  with  the  proceedings  of  either  of  its 
pr^wrative  meetings,  such  meeting  or  meetings  ought,  with  readi- 
Kflg  and  meekness,  lo  render  an  account  thereof  when  required." 

The  subordination  is  as  to  discipline,  and  the  power  exercised  by 
tbe  superior  meeting  is  by  advice.  The  discipline  stops  there,  and 
Mither  supposes  or  provides  for  a  case  which  could  not  be  foreseen. 
When  the  overshadowing  of  the  great  head  of  the  church,  which  is 
the  theory  of  their  institutions,  should  not  produce  unity  and  har- 
Dony  in  the  society,  it  prescribes  that  the  subordinate  meetings 
xight,  with  readiness  and  meekness,  render  an  account  to  the  supe- 
rior meeting  when  required.  But,  suppose  they  do  not,  does  it  fol- 
bw,  that  they  must  surrender  all  their  rights,  civil  and  religious. 
The  subordination  is  in  conformity  to  the  great  principle  of  law  upon 
irhich  the  foundations  of  the  association  rest  It  implies  an  assent 
in  the  part  of  the  inferior  meeting.  The  inferior  meetings  do  not 
Iwld  their  civil  right*  in  oonaequence  of  that  subordioalioih-    The 
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act  which  calls  forth  the  supervision  of  the  superior  meetiDg,  must 
originate  with  the  inferior. 

In  page  3,  it  is  directed,  that  a  book  be  provided  by  every 
monthly  and  quarterly  meeting;  and  fair  minutes  be  kept  therein, 
of  all  matters  which  shall  come  before  them,  and  be  determined  by 
them:  and  monthly  meetings,  particularly,  are  advised  to  attend  to, 
and  finish  all  such  business  with  care  and  despatch,  that  it  may  at  no 
time  suffer  by  improper  delay :  and  if  any  case  under  consideration 
proves  too  weighty  or  difficult  for  them  to  determine,  they  should 
apply  to  their  respective  quarterly  meetings  for  assistance:  or,  if  the 
circumstances  are  such  as  to  require  it,  refer  it  thereto  by  minute. 

Again,  in  page  35 ;  <<  It  is  advised,  when  any  transgress  the  rules 
of  our  discipline,  they  may,  without  partiality,  be  admonished  and 
sought  in  the  spirit  of  love  and  divine  charity,  so  that  it  may  be  seen 
by  all,  that  the  restoring  spirit  of  meekness  and  christian  love 
abounds,  before  church  censure  takes  place,  and  that  a  gospel  spirit 
is  the  spring  and  motive  to  all  our  performances,  as  well  in  discipline 
as  in  worship.'' 

In  page  31;  <<It  is  agreed  that  no  quarterly  meeting  be  set  up  or 
laid  down  without  the  consent  of  the  yearly  meeting;  no  monthly 
meeting  without  the  consent  of  the  quarterly  meeting;  or  any 
preparative  or  other  meeting  for  business  or  worship  till  appli* 
cation  to  the  monthly  meeting  is  first  made:  and  when  there  ap- 
proved, the  consent  of  the  quarterly  meeting  be  also  obtained. — Also, 
that  no  meeting  for  worship  intended  to  consist  of  Friends  belonging 
to  two  or  more  monthly  meetings,  shall  be  set  up  until  the  proposed 
be  offered  to,  and  approved  by  both  those  monthly  meetings,  and  the 
consent  of  their  respective  quarterly  meeting  or  meetings  be  ob- 
tained/' 

In  page  37;  <^  As  the  use  and  design  of  preparative  meetings  is  in 
general  to  digest  and  prepare  business,  as  occasion  may  require, 
which  may  be  proper  to  be  laid  before  the  monthly  meeting,  Friends 
ought  to  be  careful  therein,  not  to  occasion  unnecessary  delays,  or 
undertake  to  decide  on  any  business  which  claims  attention  and  care 
in  monthly  meetings,  and  when  cases  are  agreed  to  be  carried  for- 
ward, they  should  be  entered  in  writing,  and  some  suitable  Friend 
or  Friends  named  to  produce  them  to  the  monthly  meetings." 

This,  then,  is  the  subordination  of  the  meetings.  The  preparative 
meeting  is  subordinate  to  the  monthly,  the  monthly  to  the  quarterly, 
and  the  quarterly  to  the  yearly :  one  distinction  between  an  infe- 
rior meeting  and  a  superior  meeting,  is,  that  the  members  of  the  in- 
ferior meeting,  within  the  bounds  of  a  superior  meeting,  are  members 
of  the  superior  meeting,  but  the  members  of  the  superior  meeting 
are  not,  ipso  factOj  members  of  the  inferior  meeting. 

The  yearly  meeting  is  not  composed  of  representatives  of  the 
other  meetings,  but  is  composed  of  the  society  at  large.  Any  mem- 
ber is  entitled  to  appear  in  the  yearly  meeting,  and  take  a  part  in  its 
proceedings.    The  yearly  meeting  is  the  assemblage  of  the  whole 


body,  with  all  their  original  right?  as  members,  in  full  force.     They 
meet  od  the  floor  of  entire  equality  of  rights^  privileges,  and  interest 

The  court  will  perceive  that  the  discipline  proceeds,  throughout, 
on  the  principle  of  a  perfect  equality  of  rights  being  possessed  by  all 
the  members.  No  privilegefl  are  claimed  for  any  particular  order  of 
men,  or  on  the  groUhd  of  the  weight,  the  qualifications,  or  the  talents 
of  any  man.  The  effect  of  any  communication  any  one  may  make, 
most  depend  on  the  wisdom  it  may  contain.  All  belonging  to  the 
society  meet  in  yearly  meeting,  or  may,  if  they  see  proper;  and 
there,  no  order  of  men  has  precedence  or  pre-eminence. 

It  is  true,  representatives  are  appointed  from  the  quarterly  meet- 
ings to  the  yearly  meeting: — In  page  33,  of  the  Discipline,  <<  It  is 
agreed,  that  a  suitable  number  of  men  and  women  be  appointed  in 
each  monthly  meeting  to  attend  the  service  of  the  quarterly  meeting, 
with  such  reports  in  writing,  signed  by  their  clerks,  as  may  be  given 
tfaem  in  charge.  AlaOj  that  at  least  four  of  each  sex  be  appointed  in 
each  quartcrty  meeting  to  attend  the  yearly  meeting:" — but  for 
what?  Simply  to  carry  up  the  proceedings  of  the  quarterly  meetings, 
asmay  be  given  them  in  charge;  and  by  usage  to  nominate  a  clerk 
to  the  yearly  meeting.  This  does  not  depend  on  the  discipline. 
There  is  no  discipline  on  the  subject,  but  the  power  of  the  com- 
mittees, to.  make  such  appointment,  is  drawn  from  analogy  to  the 
injanctions  of  the  discipline,  page  37:  ^  A  committee  should  be  an- 
nually appointed  in  each  of  our  quarterly  and  monthly  meetings  for 
the  nomination  of  clerks,  which  may  afford  opportunity  for  their 
being  seasonably  changed,  and  more  of  our  qualified  members,  exer^ 
eised  in  those  services.'' 

Mark  the  jealous  caution  with  which  power  is  taken  from  the 
many  and  given  to  the  few,  and  the  strict  limitations  which  always 
accompany  it  And  mark,  also,  I  beg  you,  that  in  all  cases,  the  acts 
of  those  to  whom  any  authority  is  given,  requires  the  ratification  of 
the  members  themselves  in  a  meeting  capacity.  In  truth,  these  ap- 
pcnntments,  like  all  others,  are  considered  as  services  imposed  for 
the  benefit  of  the  society,  rather  than  as  delegations  of  substantive 
power.  In  page  33,  of  the  Discipline,  <<  It  is  earnestly  advised  and 
desij^,  that  all  Friends  who  submit  to  these,  or  any  other  services^ 
may  be  piinctual  in  their  attendance  thereon." 

It  is  necessary  to  call  the  attention  of  the  court  to  another  article 
of  the  discipline.  It  is  the  only  article  or  provision  to  be  found  in 
the  discipline^  in  relation  to  appeals.  No  provision  is  made  for  an 
appeal  from  an  inferior  to  a  superior  meeting,  except  in  cases  in 
which  a  member  considers  himself  aggrieved  by  the  judgment  of  an 
inferior  meeting. 

^  If  any  person  be  dissatisfied  with,  or  think  themselves  aggrieved 
by  the  jadgment  of  a  monthly  meeting,  they  may,  after  a  copy  of 
the  testimony  is  Selivered  to  them,  notify  the  first  or  second  meet- 
ing, (but  no  other,)  of  their  intention  of  appealing  to  the  ensuing 
quarterly  meeting:  which  notification  the  monthly  meeting  ^KovxVl 
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enter  on  its  minutesy  and  appoint  four  or  more  Fri^id%  to  attend  thj 
quarterly  meeting  with  that,  and  copies  of  the  minutes  of  the  men'i 
or  women's  meeting,  relative  to  the  case,  signed  by  the  clerk  oi 
clerks,  there  to  show  the  reasons  whereon  that  judgment  was  fouad' 
ed,  and  submitting  it  to  the  said  meeting.  The  quarterly  meeting  ii 
then  to  refer  the  same  to  a  solid  committee  of  Friends,  (omittiii| 
those  of  the  monthly  meeting  from  which  the  appeal  comes,)  and  U 
confirm  or  reverse  the  said  Judgment  as,  on  impartial  deliberatipa, 
shall  appear  to  be  right,  taking  care  to  inform  the  parties  of  tlM 
result. 

<^  If  such  appellant  is  dissatisfied  with  the  judgment  of  a  quarterlj 
meeting  also;  and,  on  being  informed  thereof,  shall  notify  that,  oi 
the  next,  (but  not  afterwards,)  of  their  intention  to  apply  to  tbc 
yearly  meeting  for  a  further  hearing,  the  said  quarterly  mteting,  afb 
recording  such  notification,  is  in  like  manner  to  appoint  at  least  threi 
Friends,  to  attend  the  yearly  meeting  with  copies  of  the  records  oi 
both  the  monthly  and  quarterly  meetings  in  the  case,  signed  b] 
their  clerks ;  here  it  is  to  be^fioally  determined,  and  a  copy  of  tb 
determination  is  to  be  sent  to  the  meeting  from  which  the  appea 
came. " 

From  this  it  appears  that  the  appeal,  as  I  said  before,  is  confinec 
to  cases  in  which  an  individual  thinks  himself  aggrieved  by  the  de 
cision  of  an  inferior  meeting.  A  meeting  in  a  meeting  capacity  cap 
not  appeal  from  the  judgment  of  any  meeting.  The  appeal  can  U 
only  by  individuals.  The  appellate  jurisdiction  is  limited  to  thoa 
judgments  which  aflect  the  rights  of  members,  as  such;  not  thoa 
which  affect  the  rights  of  meetings  in  a  meeting  capacity.  One  ver 
remarkable  feature  of  this  discipline  must  strike  every  one,  which  ii 
that  it  makes  no  provision  for  appeal  in  cases  of  members  who  ar 
not  testified  against  or  disowned.  The  decision  of  the  original  o 
primary  jurisdiction  in  cases  where  a  member  is  put  under  doings 
if  in  his  favour,  is  final  and  conclusive. 

The  reason  of  this  is  obvious.  The  society  of  Friends  has  alway 
refused  to  receive  acts  of  incorporation.  It  has  always  refused  t 
receive  the  obligations  imposed  by  law,  as  its  rule  and  governmen 
For  this  plain  reason,  acts  of  incorporation  would  take  out  of  th 
hands  of  the  members,  the  rieht  to  decide  in  regard  to  their  fellov^ 
members.  The  principle  of  the  discipline  is,  that  the  right  to  decic 
in  respect  to  membership  is  referred,  in  the  first  instance,  to  the  ii 
ferior  or  primary  meeting  to  which  the  member  belongs,  thus  adop 
ing  the  great  common  law  and  social  principle  of  the  trial  by  u 
vicinage.  The  faw  of  the  land  considers  it  as  the  palladium  of  civ 
rights;  and  the  discipline  has  placed  the  rights  of  its  members  und( 
its  guardianship  and  protection.  The  blow  aimed  at  a  fellow-meo 
ber  must  be  first  struck  in  the  preparative  or  monthly  meeting  t 
which  he  belonged.  This  seems  to  be  one  important  fact  to  I 
noted  in  the  institutions  of  this  peculiar  people;  and  prpves  that  tfa 
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oeiety  has  based  all  their  riglils  upon  the  pure  principles  of  de- 
mocracy. 

In  cases  of  appeal,  the  decision  ivas  by  no  particular  order  of  men, 
but  by  the  great  body  of  the  sociefy.  I  have  said  that  tte  yearly 
meeting  was  not  comijosed  of  representatives.  It  was  the  society 
itself,  or  rather  its  members,  in  their  original  capacity  as  members. 
The  representatives  of  the  quarterly  meetings  had  no  delegation  of 
power;  they  were  appointed  to  perform  a  service  merely,  to  carry  up 
reports  from  the  quarters  to  the  yearly  meeting.  There  their  autho- 
rity under  the  discipline,  ceased.  Usage  conferred  on  them  the 
luthorily  to  nominate  clerks,  but  it  was  an  usage  in  analogy  to  the 
mode  of  appointing  clerks  in  the  suhordinate  meetings.  The  policy 
of  the  society  seems  to  he,  not  to  delegate  powers,  but  to  retain  them 
under  the  control  of  the  whole  body  acting  in  a  meeting  capacity. 

The  meeting  for  suflbriogs  is  the  only  representative  body  of  the 
KKiety;  but  its  powers  are  circumscribed  with  clearness,  and  dealt 
out  with  a  sparing  hand  and  guarded  caution.  The  principle  of  law, 
loo,  IS  that  such  powers  are  to  be  construed  strictly,  and  therefore 
jccords  with  the  manifest  intent  of  the  society,  in  delegating  a  por- 
tion of  their  authority  to  them. 

"JtB  order  thai  this  yearly  meeilog  with  its  several  branches,  mjght 
be  properly  represented  in  the  intervals  thereof,  on  emergent  occa- 
RODS,  a  meeting  was  instituted,  anno  1756,  by  the  name  of  the  '  Meet- 
fu  for  Sufferings:'  which  it  was  agreed  should  consist  of  twelve 
Pnends  appointed  by  the  yearly  meeting,  (living  in  or  near  Phila- 
Uphia,  for  the  convenience  of  getting  soon  together,)  and  also  of 
blir  Friends  chosen  out  of  each  of  the  quarterly  meetings;  who  were 
lirected  to  meet  together  in  Philadelphia  forthwith,  for  the  regula* 
tion  of  its  future  meetings,  which  are  subject  to  the  following  rules: 

"First.  The  said  meeting  shall  keep  fair  minutes  of  all  its  procoed- 
DgjB,  and  annually  lay  them  before  the  yearly  meeting. 

"Second.  No  less  number  than  twelve  of  the  members  attending 
inn  constitute  a'meeting  capable  of  transacting  any  business. 

*  TTtird.  On  all  occasions  of  uncommon  importance,  previous  no- 
iee  thereof  shall  be  given  or  sent  to  all  the  members. 

"Fourth.  In  case  of  the  decease  of  any  Friend  or  Friends,  nomi- 
ated  either  by  the  yearly  meeting  or  quarterly  meetings,  or  of  their 
ledining  or  neglecting  their  attendance  for  the  space  of  twelve 
oontbfl,  the  meeting  for  sufferings  (if  it  be  thought  expedient)  may 
hxMe  others  In  his  or  their  stead,  to  serve  to  the  time  of  the  next 
'eaily  meeting,  or  till  the  places  of  those  who  have  represented  the 
|itarterly  meetings,  shall  be  supplied  by  new  appointments. 

'^Fyih.  The  said  meeting  may  sit  on  its  own  adjournments,  and 
irder  these,  as  well  as  the  times  of  its  stated  meetings,  (if  these  do 
ot  exceed  three  months,)  according  to  the  business  before  them. 

"  Sixth.  The  said  meeting  is  not  to  meddle  with  any  matter  of 
lith  or  discipline,  which  has  not  been  determined  by  the  yearly 
wetiDg. 


<'  The  further  services  confided  to  the  said  meeting  for  sufferings, 
are: 

<*  First  In  general  to  represent  this  yearly  meeting,  and  to  appear 
on  its  behalf  in  any  cases  where  the  interest  or  reputation  of  our  reli- 
gious society  may  render  it  needful. 

<<  Second.  To  take  the  oversight  and  inspection  of  all  writings  pro- 
posed to  be  printed,  relative  to  our  religious  principles  or  testimo- 
'nies;  and  to  promote  or  suppress  the  same  at  their  discretion;  also  to 
print  and  distribute  any  writings  already  published  by  the  society, 
or  which  may  be  offered  for  inspection  as  aforesaid,  and  approved. 

<<  Third.  To  inspect  and  explain  titles  to  land,  or  other  estate, 
belonging  to  any  of  our  meetings;  also  charitable  legacies  and  dona- 
tions; and  to  give  such  advice  respecting  the  same  as  may  appear  to 
be  necessary. 

"  Fourth.  To  receive  from  the  several  quarterly  meetings  their 
annual  accounts  of  sufferings,  and  also  such  memorials  concerniDg 
deceased  friends  as  those  meetings  may  have  concurred  with:  that 
when  examined  and  approved,  they  may  be  laid  before  the  yearly 
meeting. 

**  Fifth.  To  extend  such  advice  and  assistance  to  any  individuals 
under  sufferings  for  our  testimonies,  as  their  cases  may  require;  and, 
if  necessary,  to  apply  to  the  government,  or  persons  in  authority,  on 
their  behalf. 

<^  Sixth.  To  correspond  with  the  meeting  for  sufferings  in  London 
or  elsewhere,  on  the  common  concerns  of  the  society. 

<<  On  solid  consideration  it  is  agreed,  that  though  none  are  properly 
members  of  the  meeting  for  sufferings,  but  such  who  are  appointed 
by  this  yearly  meeting,  or  by  the  several  quarterly  meetings;  yet, 
that  approved  ministers,  and  members  of  any  other  meeting  for  suf- 
ferings corresponding  with  thia>  be  permitted  to  attend  when  they 
be  inclined  so  to  do. 

<<  Accounts  of  sufferings  to  be  forwarded  to  the  meeting  for  suffer- 
ings, are  to  be  preserved  and  recorded  agreeably  to  the  practice  of 
our  ancient  Friends,  reciting  the  sums  demanded,  the  kind  and 
amount  of  property  taken,  by  whom  the  distraints  were  made,  and 
the  authority  under  which  the  officers  acted.*' — Discipline,  p.  54-7. 

They  have  also  another  distinct  meeting,  a  meeting  of  ministers 
and  elders,  spoken  of  on  page  62  of  the  Discipline,  which  is  clothed 
with  specific  powers,  but  they  are  either  of  a  spiritual  or  advisory 
character;  and  they  are  prohibited  from  interfering  in  angfwise  with 
the  business  of  any  meeting  for  discipline.  A  wise  and  prudent 
provision  to  guard  against  the  mingling  of  civil  and  spiritual  matters, 
which  leads  to  the  union  of  church  and  state. 

From  this  review  of  the  discipline  of  the  society,  the  court  will 
find  the  groundwork  and  its  whole  constitution,  resting  on  the  great 
democratic  republican  principles,  the  conservative  principles  of  our 
civil  institutions,  that  all  are  equal  on  the  floors  of  their  meetings, 
and  that  all  have  the  same  rights:  no  order  having  any  special  privi- 
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kges  or  pre-eminence.  There  is  no  provision  giving  patticalar  men 
greater  power  than  others.  Everything  must  be  submitted  to»  the 
members  of  the  society,  sitting,  not  in  a  delegated  or  a  representative  " 
capacity,  but  in  their.own  rights,  and  possessed  of  the  whole  power 
of  the  society.  Except  so  far  as  is  necessary  for  preparing  proceed* 
iogs,  all  their  meetings  are  composed  of  the  whole  body.  For  the 
purpose  of  carrying  up  proceedings,  the  monthly  meetings  send  re- 
presentatives to  the  quarterly  meetings,  and  the  quarterly  meetings 
to  the  yearly  meeting.  They  are  the  mere  medium  of  communica- 
tion between  the  inferior  and  superior  meeting;  but  the  whole  power 
of  the  meeting  is  reserved  to,  and  to  be  exercised  by  the  members 
who  attend  the  meeting. 

With  this  view  of  the  discipline  as  to  the  powers  and  subordination 
of  meetings,  I  now  approach  the  investigation  of  the  causes  which  led 
to  the  present  controversy  in  the  society.  This  I  shall  contend,  and 
endeavour  to  show,  grew  out  of  disputes  about  the  discipline,  and  not 
the  doctrines  of  the  society.  It  was  a  struggle  by  the  many  against 
the  fews  the  few  attempting  to  gather  the  whole  power  of  the  society 
to  themselves,  and  the  many  resisting  their  efforts.  Such  has  here- 
tofore been  the  unhappy  causes  of  dissension  in  the  Christian  chui'ches. 
A  remark  of  William  Penn  on  this  subject,  is  entitled  to  great  atten- 
tion, as  evincing  a  profound  knowledge  of  history  and  of  human 
nature.  In  first  volume,  page  757,  of  his  works,  he  says:  <'  If  we 
consider  the  matter  well,  I  fear  it  will  be  found  that  the  occasion  of 
the  disturbances  in  the  church  of  Christ,  has  in  all  ages  been  found 
to  be  on  the  side  of  those  who  had  the  greatest  sway  in  it"  T-he 
evidence  in  this  case  will  afford  another  fact  to  support  the  correct- 
ness of  his  remark. 

These  disputes  may  be  traced  back  to  the  year  1819.  It  first  arose  out 
of  the  attempt  of  the  ministers  and  elders  in  Philadelphia,  to  arrogate 
power  to  themselves.  In  pages  39  and  40  of  second  volume  of  Evi- 
dence, Haliday  Jackson  says;  <<  As  we  are  now  about  the  period  of  the 
opposition  made  to  Elias  Hicks,  among  the  instances  referred  to  in  the 
qoestion,  it  may  be  proper  to  state,  that  in  the  yearl819, Elias  Hicks, 
on  his  return,  I  think,  from  a  visit  to  the  Ohio  yearly  meeting,  was  at 
our  meeting  at  Darby;  I  think  a  monthly  meeting,  if  my  recollection 
serves.  The  next  day  he  came  to  Philadelphia,  and  attended  the 
monthly  meeting  at  Pine  street  Myself  and  several  other  Friends 
from  E^rby  were  there.  Elias  was  much  engaged  in  the  public 
meeting  previous  to  entering  upon  the  business  of  the  monthly  meet- 
ing, in  the  exercise  of  his  gift  in  the  ministry.  I  cannot  undertake, 
at  this  remote  period,  to  recite  much  of  his  testimony,  but  I  think  he 
was  lead  to  speak  pretty  close  doctrine  to  some  who  might  have  stood 
as  rulers  or  leaders  among  the  people:  and  if  I  remember  right,  he 
drew  some  comparisons,  that  they  were  going  round  and  round,  as  it 
were,  like  the  children  of  Israel,  and  not  advancing  forward;  and 
called  oo  the  young  people  in  a  very  affectionate  manner,  not  to  rest 
in  the  traditions  of  the  iathers>  or  something  that  implied  that,  but  to 


S  forward  and  to  advance  the  worlf  of  reformation.    In  the  meeting 
*  discipline^  or  perhaps  in  both  that  and  the  foregoing  meeting,  he 
was  led  to  speak  on  a  subject  that  was  very  near  and  dear  to  his  heart 
-*-^that  of  the  oppressed  Africans.     He  had  long  borne  a  faithful  tes- 
timony against  the  use  of  the  produce  of  slave  labour;  and  he  spoke 
pretty  closely  on  that  subject^  and  seemed,  I  think,  to  point  but,  or 
imply,  that  there  were  some  who  had  not  stood  faithful  in  the  main- 
tenance of  this  testimony,  which  they  had  at  some  former  period 
supported;  and  that  they  were  rather  taking  a  retrograde  course. 
After  he  had  relieved  his  mind,  apparently,  among  the  men,  or  in 
the  men's  side  of  the  house,  he  expressed  a  concern  that  he  felt  to 
visit  the  women  Friends  in  their  apartment     I  think  the  first  that 
spoke  to  it  was  Jonathan  Evans,  if  I  recollect  right.     He  expressed 
some  disapprobation  of  it;  I  do  not  remember  his  words.     But  there 
were  a  large  number  of  other  Friends  that  expressed  their  full  unity 
with  his  being  left  at  liberty.  *  Isaac  Lloyd  among  the  rest,  who  was 
an  elder  of  that  meeting,  and  Isaac  was  named  to  accompany  him  into 
the  women's  apartment     They  had  not  been  long  in  the  women's 
apartment,  I  think,  when  a  proposition  was  made  by  Jonathan  Evans 
to  adjourn  the  meeting,  although  the  business  of  the  meeting  was  not 
gone  through  with ;  neither  was  it  late  in  the  day,  nor  more  than 
usual  dinner  time.     Jonathan  alleged  that  they  were  not  qualified,  he 
thought^  to  proceed  on  with  the  business,  and  said  that  it  had  been  a 
very  trymg  or  painful  meeting  to  him,  or  something  to  that  amount 
There  were  several  Friends,  I  think,  a  number,  that  expressed  their 
disapprobation  of  adjourning  the  meeting,  while  Elias  was  engaged 
in  the  women's  end,  as  an  unprecedented  circumstance.     There  were 
among  these,  I  remember,  William  Wharton,  who  pretty  strongly 
objected  to  it.     John  Hunt,  of  Darby,  was  also  there,  and  expressed 
his  disapprobation  of  it,  as  a  thing  unusual ;  and  there  were  a  consi- 
derable number  of  others  that  I  don't  now  so  recollect  as  to  name 
them ;  there  were,  however,  a  few  individuals  that  coincided  with 
Jonathan's  proposition,  among  whom,  I  think,  were  one  or  two  of 
his  sons,  and  a  few  others,  and  Jonathan  himself  seemed  to  urge  the 
measure  further,  and  finally  they  adjourned  the  meeting.     Several  of 
us  remained  at  the  door,  after  that  the  meeting  was  adjourned.     I 
expressed  my  surprise  at  the  time,  and  regret,  to  several  individuals, 
that  such  a  circumstance  had  happened,  as  it  would  inevitably  be 
considered  as  an  act  of  open  hostility,  or  opposition  to  Elias  Hicks. 

<<  Elias  was  a  considerable  time  in  the  women's  meeting,  engaged 
in  his  gospel  labours  amongst  them,  after  this  adjournment  took  place, 
as  we  could  hear  his  voice  in  the  yard,  outside  of  the  house.  When 
he  came  from  the  women's  apartment,  he  said  he  was  very  much 
surprised  at  the  circumstance,  but  he  picked  up  his  great  coat,  and 
observed,  *  it  was  very  kind  they  had  left  his  coat  for  him.'  Isaac 
Lloyd  also  seemed  very  much  tried,  and  hurt,  with  the  conduct  of 
the  meetine,  in  so  adjourning.  Several  of  us  dined  with  Elias  that 
day,  I  think  at  Samuel  R.  Fisher^s;  and  Elias  seemed  to  be  a  good 


371 

deal  hurt  wiih  the  conduct  of  the  meeting;  and  asked  ihc  company 
ihal  were  present,  if  that  was  the  way  they  served  strangers  wlien 
Ihey  came  to  visit  them?  Thia  circumstance  created  a  great  escite- 
ment  among  Friends  generally,  who  came  lo  the  knowledge  of  it,  a^ 
il  was  considered  a  very  unusual  and  unprecedenled  Ihiiig  in  the 
monthly  meeting,  and  a  mark  of  great  disrespect  and  public  hostility 
to  that  eminent  and  digniiied  minister  of  the  gospel  of  Christ,  who, 
iu  his  former  visits,  as  well  as  at  that  time,  had  been  universally  ap- 
proved and  admired,  wherever  he  had  travelled  in  this  part  of  the 
country;  as  was  fully  evinced  by  the  unusually  large  congregations  ' 
that  assembled  at  his  meetings," 

It  will  be  recollected  that,  at  this  time,  it  had  not  been  alleged  that 
Elias  Hicks  had  preached  false  doclrine.  But  he  preached  close 
doctrine,  which  he  brought  home  to  some  individuals  gf  high  stand- 
ing in  the  church,  particularly  to  some  who  were  not  willing  to  forego 
the  use  of  the  products  of  stave  labour^ 

This  ia  also  related,  and  some  additional  corroborating  testimony 
IJven,  in  the  testimony  of  Abraham  Lower,  page  354  of  the  first 
rolume:  "The  most  prominent  cause  of  a  public  nature,  I  consider 
lo  be,  the  public  opposition  or  disrespect  mamfested  by  the  members 
of  Fine  street  monthly  meeting,  by  the  agency  and  influence  of  Jona- 
than £vans,  in  breaking  up  the  men's  meeting,  or  closing  it,  whilst 
Elias  Hicks  was,  with  the  consent  and  approbation  of  that  monthly 
meeting,  engaged  in  the  women's  department,  in  the  prosecution  of 
his  religious  concern.  It  gave  much  concern,  uneasiness,  and  dissa- 
tisiactioD  to  a  large  part  of  the  society,  who  became  acquainted  with 
the  circumstances,  as  far  as  my  knowledge  extends. 

"Q.  Was  it  an  unusual  circumstance? 

"A.  Quite  unusual;  and  understood  to  be  a  mark  of  disrespect. 

"Q.  Was  it  so  understood  by  prominent  individuals,  afterwards 
opposed  to  him  ? 

"A.  I  am  satisfied  it  was.  Because  in  a  conversation  I  had  with 
Samuel  Bettle,  he  told  me,  that  he  had  had  an  opportunity  with 
Jonathan  Evans,  in  which  he  communicated  to  him,  the  great  dissa- 
tisfaction on  account  of  it;  that  so  great  was  the  dissatisfaction,  he 
■aidj  that  his  son,  (Jonathan's  son,  understood  to  be  William  Evans,) 
nas  treated  with  disrespect,  in  consequence  of  Jonathan  Evans'  con- 
doct  on  that  occasion,  when  he  was  abroad.  (  understood  at  the 
Ohio  yearly  meeting.  That  I  vroo't  be  certain  of,  but  such  was  my 
apprehension. " 

Id  page  409,  speaking  of  the  same  occurrence,  Abraham  Lower 
says:  *'  I  say  again,  I  was  not  there.  I  think  it  probable  that  they 
had  closed  their  business,  and  notwithstanding,  it  was  deemed  ex- 
ceedingly indecorous  and  disrespectful  to  the  individual,  to  be  thus 
treated:  and  so  Samuel  Bettle  must  have  considered  it,  when  he  told 
me  of  his  having  remonstrated  With  Jonathan  Evans  on  account  of 
his  conduct  on  that  occasion;  and  that  his  son,  Jonathan  Evans'  son, 
was  treated  with  disrespect  on  account  of  his,  Jonathan's,  conduct  on 
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that  occasion.  There  was  an  apprehension,  and  has  been,  and  now 
is,  in  the^minds  of  a  number  of  persons,  that  Jonathan  Evans  was 
exceedingly  chagrined  at,  or  on  account  of,  the  services  or  ministiy 
•f  Elias  Hicks  on  that  occasion.  That  as  Eiias  Hicks  was,  and  re- 
mained  to  be,  to  the  close  of  his  useful  life,  one  of  the  most  powerfal 
advocates  for  the  rights  of  humanity  in  vindicating  the  cause  of  the 
poor,  deeply  afflicted,  and  suffering  children  of  Africa  and  their  de- 
scendants,  especially  in  this  country;  I  understood  he  was  so  engaged 
at  that  meeting.  He  came  over  the  circumstance,  if  I  have  beea 
rightly  inform^,  of  some  of  the  advocates  among  the  elder  rank, 
having  failed  to  maintain  or  to  continue  in  the  maintenance  of  a  tes- 
timony against  the  use  of  the  produce  of  the  labour  of  slaves;  and 
which  he,  I  apprehend,  as  he  was  accustomed  to  do,  went  on  to  show 
that  the  consumer  of  such  produce  was  as  bad  as  the  stave-holder; 
that  as  Jonathan  Evans  had  borne  a  faithful  testimony  against  the  use 
of  such  produce  in  copimon  with  his,  then,  or  just  previously  friend 
and  coadjutor  in  that  righteous  cause,  and  had  then  abandoned  that 
testimony  which  he  had  borne,  as  he,  Jonathan  Evans,  had  told  me 
himself,  for  twenty-two  years;  finding,  what  must  have  been  exceed- 
ingly mortifying  to  a  man  of  his  great  pretensions  to  distinction,  to- 
find  by  the  clear  and  cogent  reasoning  and  Illustrations  of  Elias  Hicks^ 
that  there  was  a  man  who  stood  above  him!  A  greater  man  than 
himself! — And  this  too,  if  what  I  have  heard  one  of  his  children 
should  say,  drawing  a  comparison  between  him,  Jonathan,  and  Elias 
Hicks,  '  does  thee  think  that  Elias  Hicks  is  a  greater  man  than  my 
father?' — ^But  under  the  circumstances,  I  have  every  reason-  to  be 
satisfied  in  my  own  mind,  that  hence  arose  an  envious  disposition, 
and  which  led  his  fertile  genius  to  make  use  of  such  agents  in  pro- 
moting those  feelings  under  plausible  pretences,  to  decry,  and  by  any 
means  of  that  nature,  the  reputation  and  dignified  standing  of  that 
servant  of  God,  and  most  excellent  minister  of  the  gospel  of  Christ 
But  then,  as  it  would  ruin  any  man's  cause  in  such  circumstances  to 
come  out  openly,  so  I  think  he  would  of  course  have  too  much  saga- 
city to  do  so,  and  thus  render  himself  vulnerable  and  odious  in  me 
sight  of  honest  men." 

In  Cockburn's  Review,  a  work  which  is  mentioned  in  the  exhibit, 
in  page  59,  a  statement  is  given  of  the  same  event:  "  As  far  as  appears, 
the  first  public  manifestation  of  disorder  connected  with  the  present 
difficulties,  occurred  in  a  nK)nthly  meeting  held  at  Pine  street,  where 
Elias  Hicks  was  in  attendance,  in  the  tenth  month,  1819.  After 
having  relieved  his  mind  in  the  men's,  he  asked  and  obtained  liberty 
to  visit  the  women's  meeting.  In  his  absence,  the  men's  meeting 
adjourned,  although  their  business  was  not  completed.  This  was  an 
Qncommon  occurrence,  and  excited  considerable  sensation  among 
many  members  of  that  meeting.  It  appears  to  have  been  done  by  a 
few  influential  individuals  as  a  mark  of^disrespect  to  Elias  Hicks;  or 
rather,  it  exhibited  evidence  of  therr  resenting  the  application  of  his 
testimony  respecting  &e  produce  of  slave^hboun     Spring  ob  this 
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subject,  Elias  had  said '  there  were  some  who  had  gone  retrograde, 
some  who,  in  obedience  to  the  clear  openings  of  the  h'ght  of  truth, 
Mi  bound  to  deny  themselves  in  that  particular,  had,  by  giving  way 
to  the  deceivableness  of  unrighteousness,  fallen  from  the  tenderness 
of  feeling  once  witnessed,  so  far  as  again  to  use  without  restraint  arti- 
cles produced  by  the  labour  of  slaves.'  An  influential  individual  of 
that  meeting,  who  for  twenty  years  had  abstained  from  the  use  of  the 
produce  of  slave-labour,  had  lately  discovered  that  this  part  of  self- 
denial  had  been  taken  up  in  his  own  will,  and  now  felt  so  irritable 
00  the  subject,  as  to  take  great  offence  at  Elias  Hicks'  faithful  testi- 
mony. Hence  a  prejudice  against  Elias  was  excited  in  the  mind  of 
this  individual,  thai  became  the  spring  of  this,  and  many  other  un- 
seemly actions. 

<<  Although  adjourning  the  meeting  in  the  absence  of  a  travelling 
minister,  may  seem  a  trivial  circumstance,  it  is  believed  to  have  been 
unprecedented  amongst  Friends.  It  exhibited  a  marked  disrespect 
to  a  stranger  engaged  with  general  acceptance  in  the  work  of  the 
ministry — it  was  unkind  in  itself,  and  set  an  example  of  insubordina- 
tion to  the  accustomed  relations  of  society.  At  this  period,  it  is  not 
aoderstood  that  there  were  direct  charges  made  of  unsoundness  against 
Elias  Hicks.  There  were  murmurs  raised  and  whispered  against  thjs 
close  character  of  his  testimonies,  which  were  supposed  to  bear  hard 
on  particular  classes.  It  was  alleged  that  his  practical  instruction 
WIS  too  severe;  that  he  was  too  much  in  advance  of  the  age;  and  that 
society  was  not  prepared  for  the  acceptation  of  his  views. 

^  These  murmurs  and  whispers  appear  to  have  been  encouraged 
and  cherished,  by  those  individuals  who  felt  themselves  rather  les- 
sened by  the  light  of  his  testimonies  respecting  the  product  of  slave- 
labour,  and  unwisely  lessened  themselves  yet  more  in  the  eyes  of 
their  brethren,  by  an  injudicious  act  of  public  disrespect,  inconsistent 
with  Christian  kindness  and  comity." 

This  is  the  first  distinct  act  to  which  I  refer  the  court,  namely,  the 
public  disrespect  shown  to  a  regular  minister  of  the  society,  travelling 
io  pursuance  of  the  discipline  of  the  society. 

On  page  37  of  vol.  2,  the  court  will  find  an  account  of  another  act 
which  took  place  about  the  same  time.  <^  It  is  a  good  many  years 
ago;  I  cannot  fix  the  date,  but  I  remember  to  have  heard  that  Daniel 
Haverlin,  from  the  state  of  New  York,  coming  under  a  prospect  of  a 
religious  concern,  to  visit  the  families,  I  think,  of  Pine  street  monthly 
meeting;  perhaps  two  or  three;  twice,  if  not  at  three  different  times,  I 
am  not  certain  as  to  that,  his  prospect  was  set  aside,  and  he  was  not 
permitted  to  proceed  in  his  visit;  after  opening  his  prospect,  I  sup- 
pose, to  the  monthly  meeting,  some  of  the  leading  members  of  the 
monthly  meeting  were  opposed  to  it:  and  I  believe  he  never  accom- 
plished the  visit  He  had  at  different  times,  I  think,  been  in  Phila- 
delphia, and  one  of  the  last  times  that  he  was  through  this  part  of  the 
country,  that  I  remember,  he  was  at  our  meeting  at  Darby;  I  cannot 
remember  ihe  year.     I  was  in  company  with  him  in  the  oXiVfi.xic^v^^'cv^ 
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and  I  think  he  expressed  that  he  felt  very  much  tried  to  pass  throi 
Philadelphia,  and  would  be  willing  to  get  around  it^  if  be  coc 
Whether  he  did  come  through  the  city  or  not,  I  cannot  say.  Sam 
Livzely  also  came  to  Philadelphia,  at  several  different  times,  um 
a  prospect  of  visiting  the  families  of  Arch  street,  (or  Mulberr 
monthly  meeting;  the  monthly  meeting  of  Philadelphia  it  is  call 
His  prospect  was  also  put  by,  or  rejected,  as  I  have  understood 
common  report,  and  from  himself.  There  were  also  some  won 
Friends  that  I  have  heard  of,  who  came  under  similar  prospects,  i 
were  also  rejected,  whose  names  I  do  not  remember.  Perhaps  it  i 
one  woman  Friend  and  companion,  I  am  not  certain  that  there  \ 
more  than  one  woman  Friend  that  was  a  minister.  These  circu 
stances  have  induced  me  to  believe,  that  there  was  a  disposit 
growing  up  in  some  of  the  leading  members  of  the  society  in  Ph 
delphia,  and  who  had  very  much  the  control  of  the  business  of 
monthly  meetings,  who  were  assuming  a  standing,  or  arrogating 
themselves  the  right  to  judge  of  the  concerns  of  other  monthly  mc 
ings.  For  I  think,  so  far  as  my  knowledge  has  extended  within 
monthly  meetings  that  I  have  been  a  member  of,  when  any  Frio 
ministering  Friend,  came  to  visit  us, in  gospel  love,  either  in  ami 
ing  capacity,  or  in  visiting  families,  the  meetings  have  never  und 
taken  to  control  their  prospects. 

<<[The  question  is  again  read  to  the  witness  at  his  request,  when 
further  answers.]  '  Well,  there  are  other  instances:  there  was  a  T 
mas  Grisell,  from  the  state  of  Ohio,  a  very  worthy,  innocent  Frie 
not  largely  gifted  in  the  ministry:  he  came  to  Philadelphia,  anc 
think,  attended  Pine  street  meeting.  I  understood  he  was  led 
speak  in  that  meeting,  a  good  deal  on  the  subject  of  love  and  uni 
He  was  afterwards,  as  I  understood,  and  I  think  he  informed 
himself,  as  he  went  through  our  parts  on  his  return,  severely  re| 
manded  by  Jonathan  Evans.  I  cannot  give  the  particulars,  bi 
think  the  substance  was,  that  Jonathan  informed  him  that  it  was 
a  time  to  preach  that  kind  of  doctrine,  or  something  to  that  imp< 
Being  a  dif&dent,  humble-minded  man,  it  had  such  an  effect  to  < 
courage  him,  that  I  think  he  made  the  best  of  his  way  home  pre 
soon  afier,  without  performing  all  he  had  in  prospect  I  was  v 
acquafflted  with  the  man:  I  had  travelled  a  good  deal  with  him  I 
number  of  meetings  in  this  state,  (New  Jersey,)  and  also  in  Penm 
vania;  and  1  was  very  sensible,  that  from  his  diffident  and  backw 
disposition,  he  much  more  required  the  sympathy  and  encoun 
ment  of  elders,  than  to  be  discouraged,  and  treated  in  the  mannei 
was,  by  Jonathan  Evans. 

"  There  was — the  next  instance  that  occurs  to  my  mind  (althoug 
was  perhaps  previous  to  the  circumstance  last  related,)  was  the  circi 
stance  of  Priscilla  Hunt,  a  worthy  ministering  Friend,  who  cj 
from  the  state  of  Indiana,  and  who  at  that  time  was  a  widow:  I  th 
she  arrived  in  this  neighbourhood  abouC the  latter  end  of  the  j 
IS22,  or  some  time  in  that  (all,  I  can't  say  as  to  the  month:  the  i 
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meetine  she  attended  m  the  city  was  Pine  street  mating..    After  the 
dose  of  her  testimony,  as  common  report  says,  I  was  noV  at  the  meet- 
ing, but  I  believe  it  has  never  been  contradicted,  V/illiam.  Evans 
made  some  public  opposition  to  some  part  of  her  testimony.     In  tlie 
course  of  her  visit  at  that  time,  there  was  some  other  marks  of  hos- 
tility shown  towards  her.     After  spending  some  weeks  in  the  neigh- 
bourhood of  Philadelphia,  and  in  the  meetings  adjacent,  and  the 
quarterly  meetings,  she  went  to  the  northward,  (having  first  attended 
fte  yearly  meeting  in  the  spring  of  1823,)  through  the  state  of  New 
Tork  into  Upper  Canada;  afterwards  into  New  England;  and  after 
yisitingy  I  think,  all  the  meetings  belonging  to  the  yearly  meetings 
of  New  York  and  New  England,  in  the  summer  following  she  re- 
turned again  to  Philadelphia.     She  then  had  a  desire  to  have  a  meet- 
ing at  each  of  the  meeting  houses  of  Friends,  principally  with  the 
members  of  their  own  particular  meetings,  and  such  others  as  attended 
Friends'  meetings.     Application  was  made  to  the  elders  (perhaps)  at 
etch  place,  and  overseers,  to  have  such  meetings  appointed.  At  Pine 
street  I  understood  there  was  considerable  opposition  made  to  the 
request  by  Jonathan  Evans,  and  I  think  one  or  two  of  his  sons,  if  I 
have  been  rightly  informed:  the  meeting,  however,  was  obtained 
without  their  consent    I  think  two  of  the  elders  of  that  meeting  and 
a  number  of  other  Friends  were  strongly  in  favour  of  it.     Meetings 
were  also  had  at  the  other  four  meeting  houses  in  the  city ;  but  that 
at  Arch  street  was  obtained  much  in  the  same  way.     I  myself,  with 
a  companion  of  Priscilla  Hunt,  who  was  then  travelling  with  her, 
applied  to  Caleb  Pierce,  one  of  the  elders  of  that  meeting,  and  made 

S plication  to  have  such  a  meeting  appointed.  He  informed  us,  that 
eir  general  practice  was,  on  such  occasions,  for  the  elders  to  have 
aa  interview  with  the  Friend  making  such  request,  and  to  feel  after 
their  concern.  We  informed  him  that  we  saw  no  necessity  for  that: 
she  was  travelling  in  the  order  of  society,  with  a  certificate  expressive 
of  the  unity  and  concurrence  of  her  Friends  at  home;  and  all  we  wanted 
was  for  him  to  have-the  notice  spread  for  the  meeting,  and  enjoined 
it  upon  him  to  do  so.  He  informed  us  that  he  should  consult  Friends 
QD  the  subject,  but  gave  us  no  assurance  of  the  meeting  being  ap- 
pomted.  I  understood  they  had  a  conference  that  evening  on  the 
subject;  the  elders,  perhaps,  and  overseers,  and  perhaps  some  others 
of  that  meeting;  considerable  opposition  was  made  to  the  appoint- 
ment of  the  meeting,  I  think  by  himself,  and  perhaps  by  Thomas 
Stewardson,  another  elder  of  that  meeting.  They  were,  however, 
overpowered  by  numbers  who  were  in  favour  of  it,  and  the  meeting 
was  appointed.  At  the  other  meetings  there  was  but  little  opposition 
made :  none  at  Green  street,  nor  at  Twelfth  street,  I  think,  as  I  re- 
collect There  was  some  hesitation,  and  some  delay,  and  a  good  deal 
of  caution  used  at  the  North  meeting  before  she  was  admitted.  She 
accomplished  her  visit  in  these  parts,  I  believe,  to  almost  universal 
satisfaction,  with  a  few  exceptions  in  the  city,  and  returned  home ; 
having,  as  she  informed  me  herself,  visited  all  the  meetings  that  were 
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then  establisiiecl,  (that  is,  while  she  was  engaged  on  tlie  visit,)  meet- 
ings of  Friends,  I  mean,  on  the  continent  of  America ;  except,  per- 
haps, three  or  four  in  the  western  part  of  Pennsylvania,  which  she 
expected  to  take  in  her  way  home,  and  I  believe  did  so/' 

These  proceedings  were  not  only  an  interference  in  matters  of  dis- 
cipline, but  were  contrary  to  the  express  discipline  of  the  society, 
which  says,  in  page  63:  <*  As  the  occasion  of  our  religious  meetings  is 
solemn,  a  care  should  ever  be  maintained,  to  guard  against  anything 
that  would  tend  to  disorder  or  confusion  therein.  When  any  think 
that  they  have  aught  against  what  is  publicly  delivered,  they  should 
speak  to  the  party  privately  and  orderly ;  and  if  any  shall  oppose  a 
ministering  Friend  in  his  or  her  preaching  or  exhortation,  or  keepoa 
the  hat,  or  show  any  remarkable  dislike  to  such  when  engaged  ia 
prayer,  let  them  be  speedily  admonished,  in  such  manner  as  may  be 
requisite,  unless  the  person  against  whom  the  uneasiness  is  expressed, 
has  been  disowned  by  a  monthly  meeting,  or  his  or  her  pablic 
appearance  disapproved  by  the  elders." 

The  next  incident  is  related  in  Cockburn's  Review,  page  62:  ''The 
next  disorderly  transaction  that  is  recollected,  occurred  in  the  8th 
mo.  1822,  at  a  meeting  for  suficrings.     A  number  of  the  members 
previously  requested  by  some  individuals,  who  in  a  private  caucus 
appear  to  have  resolved  on  the  measure,  remained  in  conference, 
when,  according  to  the  testimony  of  Abraham  Lower,  it  was  stated 
in  substance  by  Jonathan  Evans,  '  that  Elias  Hicks  had  obtained 
from  his  monthly  meeting  a  certificate  to  visit  Friends  in  this  city, 
and  as  it  was  well  known  that  he  held  doctrines  that  are  not  the  doc- 
trines of  Friends,  some  steps  ought  to  be  taken  to  prevent  him  from 
disseminating  them  among  us.'     This  vague  allegation  appears  by 
the  letter  of  the  ten  elders  to  Elias  Hicks,  dated  12th  mo.  19th,  1822, 
to  have  been  predicated  on  the  representation  of  Joseph  Whitall, 
arising  from  his  misconstruction  of  some  expressions  of  Elias  Hicks, 
at  New  York  yearly  meeting,  in  the  5th  mo.  preceding.  *  Detached 
sentences  may  be  taken  from  any  writer  or  speaker,  and  by  the  help 
of  constructions  be  made  to  convey  an  idea  altogether  diflcrent  from 
that  intended  by  the  writer  or  speaker.     If  we  would  understand  his 
sentiments  we  must  take  into  view  his  whole  design.'     Upon  this 
ex  parte  evidence,  these  selected  members  of  the  meeting  for  suffer- 
ings agreed  to  act  as  if  Elias  Hicks  was  unsound,  and  appointed  a 
committee  to  take  an  early  opportunity  with  him  on  his  arrival  in  the 
city,  and  it  was  advised  **  not  to  dispute  with  him,  for  he  was  full  of 
words,  but  in  a  prompt  way  put  a  stop  to  his  travelling  in  the  minis- 
try."    His  influence  in  New  York  yearly  meeting  was  said  to  be  so 
great  that  Friends  there  could  do  nothing  with  him,  and  that  Friends 
in  Philadelphia  could  only  stop  him." 

Here  it  will  be  found  that  Jonathan  Evans  resorted  to  the  meeting 
for  sufferings,  and  endeavoured  to  enlist  them  in  his  views,  to  break 
down  the  discipline  of  the  society,  by  usurping  an  authority,  not 
granted  to  them. 
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This  fact  is  also  proved  by  Abraharn  Lower  in  his  testimony,  which 
now  before  the  court,  page  355,  1st  vol.  of  Evidence:  ^^  I  was 
oat  to  enter  the  meeting  house  at  the  time  appointed  for*our  con- 
niogy  when  Samuel  Bettle,  who  stood  at  the  door,  or  just  outside, 
ffired  me  in  a  low  tone  of  voice  so  that  I  could  understand  it,  to 
top  at  the  rise  of  that  meeting.'  I  left  him  there  and  passed  in  as 
mJ.  At  the  close  of  that  meeting,  a  number,  I  suppose  ten  or 
^elve  of  us,  were  convened, — after  sitting  a  little  while,  quiet,  Jo* 
.than  Kvans  rose,  as  I  understood,  and  stated  the  object  of  the  meet- 
g  pretty  much  in  these  words,  to  the  best  of  my  recollection:  ^  It 
understood  that  Elias  Hicks  is  coming  on  here,  on  his  way  to  Bal- 
nore  yearly  meeting.  Friends  know  that  he  preaches  doctrines 
intrary  to  the  doctrines  of  our  society;  that  he  has  given  uneasiness 
I  his  friends  at  home,  and  they  can't  stop  him ;  and  unless  we  can 
op  him  here^  he  must  go  on.'  Joseph  Whitall  remarked,  in  cor- 
riboration  of  that  assertion  of  the  unity  of  his  friends  at  home;  of 
leir  difficulty  of  stopping  him,  I  should  say;  that  his  oT^n  monthly 
leeting  and  quarterly  meeting,  and  two-thirds  of  the  yearly  meeting 
rere  with  him.  Jonathan  Evans  called  upon  Joseph  Whitall  to  state 
rhat  he  had  heard  him  say;  Joseph  did  not  promptly  state,  but  ex- 
ressed  his  unwillingness  to  relate  what  passed  between  them  in  pri- 
ate;  but  said  he  was  willing  to  state  what  he  heard  him  say,  or 
ireach,  in  public.  Some  remarks  were  made  by  him,  designating 
he  character  of  what  he  had  heard  Elias  say,  which,  if  true,  all  who 
leard  them  would  say  he  was  no  Christian.  I  myself  said  so;  if  what 
le  charged  him  with  was  true,  he  was  no  Christian.  He  went  on 
hrthery  and  stated  some  position  or  doctrine  which,  he  said,  Elias 
lield;  I  remarked  that  I  had  always  thought  that  that  was  the  doc-, 
trine  of  the  society  of  Friends;  and  made  a  quotation,  which  I 
ittempted  as  one  of  the  apostles'  sayings  in  confirmation  of  the  truth 
af  the  doctrine,  which  was  char  to  my  mind,  and  which  went  to 
iwWf  that  what  Joseph  Whitall  charged  him  with,  was  not  false  doc- 
trine. John  Cox  was  present,  checked  me,  as  1  understood,  by  say- 
ing, come,  come,  or  using  such  manner  as  would  be  expected  from 
kirn  towards  a  junior  member  as  I  was.  Jonathan  Evans  stated, 
that  he  vnderstood  Elias  Hicks  had  ordered  a  book  or  books  in  New 
fork,  to  be  sent  to  the  westward;  and  which  he  considered  as  evi- 
dence of  his  unsoundness.  |  recited  in  defence  of  the  good  old  man 
irhat  I  had  heard,  touching  that  natter;  that  a  young  man  had  been 
in  the  store,  and  was  informed,  that  the  books  were  ordered  by  him 
it  the  request  of  a  correspondent,  or  his  correspondent,*  and  as  was 
understood,  any  bookseller  applied  to  for  them  would  have  complied 
vrith  the  order;  and  therefore,  no  imputation  or  blame  on  the  cha- 
racter of  Elias  Hicks.  Doctor  Samuel  Powell  Griffitts,  who  was 
present,  stated,  that  he  had  never  heard  Elias  Hicks  preach  false 
doetrine.  It  was  suggested,  that  a  committee  be  appointed  to  take 
m  opportunity  with  Liias  Hicks,  on  his  way  in  the  prosecution  of 
his  visit — that  proposition  obtained.  1  myself  named  Samuel  Powell 
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Griffitts,  whose  character  then  stood  fair,  and  having  made  that  decla- 
ration, that  he  had  never  heard  him  preach  false  doctrine,  I  thought 
myself  justified  in  naming  him  as  the  best  that  could  be  done  in  such 
a  case.  Thomas  Wistar  was  named  as  one  of  the  committee.    I  thiak 
he  hesitated  about  serving  on  the  appointment ;  I  urged  him  to  sub- 
mit to  it,  I  tliink,  because  I  had  confidence  in  him  as  an  honest 
Friend,  concerned  for  the  welfare  of  society ;  being  my  coadjutor  in 
the  yearly  meeting,  in  opposing  a  convention  of  delegates  from  the 
different  yearly  meetings;  the  weight  of  that  opposition  was  sus- 
tained, as  to  the  public  opposition  of  it,  by  him  and  myself  maialy; 
and  he  made  a  noble  opposition  to  a  project,  which  we  conceived    ^ 
would  be  a  dangerous  institution  in  society,  as  well  as  in  other  nut-    ' 
ters;  we  fi*equently  harmonized  in  our  views  of  matters,  that  were    ^ 
frequently  subjects  of  consideration  in  the  meetings  that  we  were   ; 
members  of.    After  the  meeting  closed,  I  sought  an  opportunity,  and     ' 
obtained  it,  to  enjoin  Thomas  Wistar,  or  entreat  him,  to  do  the  old    ' 
man  justice,  and  cautioned  him  against  the  hostility  and  opposition 
manifested  by  Jonathan  Evans." 

I  will  now  recur  to  the  discipline  to  satisfy  the  court,  that  the  con- 
duct of  the  meeting  for  sufferings,  was  in  violation  of  the  rights  of  ; 
all  the  members  of  the  society — that  it  was  striking  at  their  funda- 
mental bond  of  union.  Elias  Hicks  was  travelling  among  Friends, 
with  the  certificate  of  his  own  monthly  meeting,  and  the  concurrence 
and  endorsement  of  his  quarterly  meeting,  in  the  due  order  of  the 
society. — Discipline  131. 

In  page  55  of  the  Discipline,  it  is  said :  '^  That  the  said  meeting 
(for  sufferings)  is  not  to  meddle  with  any  matters  of  faith,  or  disci- 
pline, which  had  not  been  determined  by  the  yearly  meeting.'* 

In  page  65:  <^  The  meeting  of  ministers  and  elders  are  not  in  any 
wise  to  interfere  with  the  business  of  any  meeting  for  discipline.''  In 
page  68:  <<  And  if  any  acknowledged  member  of  our  meetings  of  mi- 
nisters and  elders  shall  at  any  time  be  thought,  by  negligence,  un- 
faithfulness, or  otheryvise,  to  have  lost  his  or  her  service  in  that 
station,  so  as  to  become  the  subject  of  uneasiness  and  burthensome, 
(yet  not  so  as  to  be  under  the  care  of  a  meeting  of  discipline  on  that 
accoupt,  or  for  misconduct,)  it  is  advised  that  a  timely  and  tender 
care  be  extended  to  such  persons  according  to  gospel  order;  first  by 
the  individuals  concerned,  and  thee  by  the  preparative  meeting  of 
ministers  and  elders  to  which  he  or  she  may  belong;  should  those 
labours  prove  unavailing,  report  of  the  case  should  be  made  by  that 
meeting  to  the  quarterly  meeting  of  ministers  and  elders,  and  there 
a  few  Friends  be  deputed  to  assist  the  said  preparative  meeting  in  a 
further  extension  of  labour  with  the  party:  If  this  also  prove  una- 
vailing, and  on  report  thereof  to  the  said  quarterly  meeting,  it  appears 
that  the  said  preparative  meeting  has  fully  discharged  its  duty  to  the 
individual,  the  case  should  then  be  transmitted  to  the  monthly  meet- 
ing for  discipline  of  which  the  party  is  a  member,  and  left  under  itd 
care ;  and  he  or  she  ought  from  that  time  to  refrain  from  attending 
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ny  80ch  select  meetings  until  they  shall  be  again  recommended  or 
ppoint^  as  at  first" 

It  is  in  eyidence,  that  the  discipline  is  the  same  in  t^e  yearly  meet- 
9g  of  New  York  as  in  the  yearly  meeting  of  Philadelphia ;  and  Elias 
licks  travelling  with  the  certificates  of  his  own  monthly  and  quar- 
sriy  meetings,  was  not  accountable  for  any  opinions  he  had  expressed 
1  or  out  of  tfie  bounds  of  his  own  meeting,  to  any  but  the  prepara- 
iTe  meeting  of  ministers  and  elders  to  which  he  belonged. 

Under  these  circumstances,  a  body,  the  members  of  which  were 
itting  in  a  representative  capacity, — a  body  which  had  no  original 
uthority,  undertook  to  act  as  has  been  described.  For  them  to  in- 
irfere,  was  a  direct  breach  of  discipline,  and  an  alarming  usurpa- 
ioD.  They  seemed  themselves  to  be  convinced  of  this,  for  although 
be  unauthorised  proceedings  originated  in  the  meeting  for  sufierings, 
hey  soon  transferred  it  to  the  meeting  of  ministers  and  elders,  which 
993  composed  almost  entirely  of  the  same  persons.  But  they  were 
qually  unfortunate  in  this;  for  the  same  prohibition  exists,  and  ought 

0  have  disarmed  them  of  their  purposes.  All  this  was  planned  at 
iamuel  Bettle's,  1st  vol.  of  Evidence,  page  357.  A  few  choice 
(pints liad  there  previously  assembled. 

Elias  Hicks,  it  appears,  did  not  choose  to  submit  to  this ;  and  in 
consequence  a  correspondence  ensued  between  him  and  the  confede- 
rates of  Jonathan  Evans,  who  were  members  as  well  of  the  meeting 
for  suflerings,  as  of  the  meeting  of  ministers  and  elders.  You  will 
inA  by  this  correspondence,  for  it  is  all  spread  in  the  appendix  to  the 
relumes  of  Evidence,  pages  479, 493, 480,  that  he  refused  to  submit. 

1  refer  to  this  correspondence  to  show,  that  there  was  a  systematic 
effort  on  the  part  of  this  self-created  inquisition,  to  break  down  the 
discipline,  to  pervert  their  stations  to  their  own  purposes,  and  to 
interfere  with  a  regular  minister  of  the  society,  against  the  disci- 
pline. 

The  next  fact  is  related  in  Cockburn,  pages  64-5-6-7. 

Here  I  will  refer  to  the  letter  of  Elias  Hicks,  in  page  492  of  vol. 
2d.  It  is  dated  21st  of  Twelfth-month,  1822.  I  shall  read  so  much 
of  it  only  as  refers  to  the  case  of  Ezra  Comfort  He  denies  the 
charges  made  against  him  by  Ezra  Comfort,  and  that  the  said  Ezra 
Comfort  acted  disorderly,  and  against  the  discipline^  in  not  mention- 
ing his  uneasiness  to  him. 

To  this  iS'  annexed,  page  493,  the  certificate  of  J.  Rowland  and 
ithers,  refuting  the  assertion  of  Ezra  Comfort  This  certificate,  to- 
gether with  that  of  23  members  of  the  southern  quarterly  meeting, 
[Cockburn  78,  79,)  completely  disprove  the  certificates  of  Comfort 
ind  Bell. 

I  repeat  it  Here  was  a  breach  of  the  express  letter  of  the  disci- 
pline, in  the  efibrt  to  arrest  a  travelling  minister,  who  was  travelling 
m  the  order  of  the  society.  I  submit  to  the  court  that  these  facts, 
occurring  as  they  did,  and  persisted  in  with  a  perseverance  worthier 
a  better  cause,  were  calculated  to  awaken  attention  and  excLv^  ^\arRv^ 
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iD  a  society  jealous  of  their  rights.  It  was  an  asurpation  which  called 
for  resistance.  It  was  an  attempt,  by  an  order  in  the  society^to 
clothe  themselves  with  a  power  prohibited  to  them,  and  thus  to  trample 
under  foot  the  most  essential  conservative  principle  of  their  instibH 
tions. 

They  took  upon  themselves  to  call  a  minister  to  account  for  what 
had  occurred  in  New  York,  or  in  the  southern  quarter,  not  within  the 
limits  of  the  meetings  to  which  they  belonged — thus  arrogating  t 
power  which,  if  submitted  to,  would  enable  them  to  rule  the  whole 
society.  It  was  not  only  dangerous  but  unjust  How  could  Eliu 
Hicks  defend  himself  under  such  circumstances.  The  whole  conr 
duct  of  this  self-created  tribunal^  was  a  vjolation  of  the  magna 
charta  of  Friends,  which  makes  each  Friend  responsible  to  his  own 
meeting;  thus  shielding  him  from  wanton  or  vexatious  accusation^ 
and  the  decision  of  strangers.  This  was  the  beginning  of  usurpation, 
the  natural  consequences  followed. 

This  plan  of  breaking  down  the  discipline  of  the  society  and  arro- 
gating all  the  authority  of  the  meetings,  to  the  Orthodox  few,  orip- 
nated  in  August,  1822,  in  connexion  with  a  select  few  in  New  York 
Its  ramifications  were  extensive,  and  they  had  until  December,  I4822, 
to  mature  their  plans,  and  bring  their  courage  up  to  the  sticking 
point  Up  to  this  time,  there  is  no  evidence  that  Elias  Hicks  had 
ever  preached  unsound  doctrines.  /Many  who  admired  his  character 
and  loved  his  virtues,  were  to  be  brought  over  and  induced  to  enter 
into  this  conspiracy.  Samuel  Bettle,  in  the  fall  of  1820,  in  the  pre^ 
scnce  of  Wiliam  Newbold,  expressed  to  Halliday  Jaokson  his  full 
unity  or  satisfaction  with  Elias  Hicks  at  that  time.  2d  vol.  of  Evi- 
dence, 444. 

William  Jackson,  even  in  the  close  of  1823,  expressed  his  great 
surprise  at  the  proceedings  against  Elias  Hicks,  and  his  unity  with 
him.  lb,  44,  45.  And  yet  Samuel  Bettle  and  William  Jackson  were 
afterwards  arrayed  as  his  accusers,  though  they  had  no  new  oppor- 
tunities of  conversing  With  him,  or  hearing  him  preach,  till  after  the 
proceedings  were  begun. 

In  Cockburn's  Review,  page  Q6j  an  account  is  given  of  an  inter- 
view of  a  committee  witl>  Elias  Hicks,  in  Green  street  meeting. 

It  is  stated  in  the  testimony  of  Abraham  Lower,  1st  vol.  pages 
424, 359,  360,  that  this  committee  left  Elias  Hicks,  when  he  refused 
to  go  into  a  private  iilterview  with  the  combination  of  elders,  and  said 
they  would  take  the  charges  against  him  for  granted,  although  he 
declared  that  they  were  false.  Such  i|  the  injustice  of  combinations 
and  usurpation.  They  at  once  adopted  the  maxims  of  the  inquisition. 
Baffled  by  the  firmness  and  mildness  of  Elias  Hicks,  and  the  inde- 
pendence and  intelligence  of  the  society,  in  their  open  efforts  to  grasp 
the  power  of  the  society  to  themselves,  they  immediately  prepared 
to  accomplish  covertly,  what  tliey  could  not  effect  openly.  If  a 
creed  could  be  palmed  upon  the  society,  little  difficulty  would  exist 
in  breaking  down  any  sturdy  and  refractory  member  of  the  society. 
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The  cmneidenoe  ot  dates  evinces  that  these  were  parts  of  the  same 
eombioed  system  of  operations.  On  the  19th  of  December^  1822, 
tbe  elders  address  their  first  letter  to  Elias  Hicks  (2d  vol.  Ev.  479). 
Od  Uie  20th  Dee.  1822,  the  meeting  for  suffermgs  (2d  vol.  Ev.  476), 
i^int  a  committee,  in  consequence  of  the  disimssion  in  the  public 
pipers  between  Paul  and  Amicus.  On  the  41h  of  January,  1823,  (2d 
?ol.  480,)  the  combination  of  elders  send  their  valedictory  letter  to 
Elias  Hicks.  On  the  17th  of  January,  1823,  the  committee  of  the 
meeting  for  sufferings  make  their  report,  containing  the  extracts. 
These  extracts  were  smuggled  on  the  minutes  so  tecretly,  that  Jona- 
than Evans  was  not  willing  to  trust  even  Samuel  Settle.  (2d  vol.  Ev. 
102.)    He  even  was  kept  m  ignorance  of  the  whole  plan. 

This  was  a  manoeuvre  of  the  meeting  for  sufferings,  to  introduce  a 
creed.  They  had  no  authority  to  interfere  in  this  subject  Nothing 
in  the  book  of  discipline  gave  them  the  power,  and  the  yearly  meet- 
ing had  never  determined  anything,  on  any  matter  of  faith,  involved 
in  those  extracts.  To  give  effect  to  their  proceedings,  and  to  get 
the  sanetion  of  the  yearly  meeting,  they  contrived  to  introduce  Hie 
extracts  on  the  minutes.  Their  object  was,  as  stated,  to  disavow  the 
connexion  of  the  society  with  Amicus,  in  his  controversy  with  Paul, 
or  that  he  wrote  by  the  authority  or  countenance  of  the  society. 
When  the  extracts  were  before  the  yearly  meeting  in  1823,  th^ 
were  r^ected — they  were  not  sanctioned  by  it 

It  was  all  part  of  the  same  combined  plaji  of  proceedings,  spring- 
ing from  the  close  preaching  of  Elias  Hicks  in  1819,  which  came 
home  to  certain  members  of  the  Pine  street  meeting,  and  the  design 
to  get  more  power,  to  enable  the  elders  to  interfere  with  the  progress 
of  a  minister  travelling  in  the  (M*der  of  society. 

This  measure  was  defeated.  Here  the  court  see  the  agents  and  the 
plan — they  were  the  same.  But  this  discussion  about  the  creed  de- 
mands our  attention  in  another  respect  Samuel  BetUe  testifies  Hn 
page  72, 1st  vol.  Ev.),that  he  watched  closely  the  proceedings  in  tne 
yearly  meeting,  on  the  subject  of  this  creed,  that  he  knew  every  man 
who  objected  to  the  extracts  entered  on  the  minutes  of  the  meeting  for 
sofierin^  and  that  they  have  all  gone  with  what  he  calls  the  Hicks- 
ites.  They  were,  without  doubt,  the  majority,  because  they  sac- , 
ceeded  even  against  the  elders,  supported  and  aided  by  the  clerk. 
They  refused  to  sanction  the  extracts  by  any  act  of  the  yearly  meet- 
ing, and  substantially  rejected  them  by  directing,  that  they  should 
act  be  published,  and  at  the  same  time,  by  adopting  that  part  of  the 
minnte  of  the  meeting  for  sufferings,  which  declares,  that  the  pro- 
fession and  doctrines  of  the  society  are  founded  upon  the  principles 
of  the  Christian  religion,  as  contained  in  the  holy  Scriptures,  to  be 
seen  in  a  number  of  their  writings  already  extant  The  admission 
of  on^is  the  exclusion  of  the  other.  Cockburn's  Review,  page  87 
to  90,  gives  a  very  clear  accotmt  of  the  objects  of  this  effort. 

Cockburn  says,  in  page  85,  "  From  this  period  may  be  dated  the 
regidar  organization  of  a  party  to  decry  Elias  H\ck9^utvdL^t^^\tfiL 
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unsoundness.    Active  exertions  were  made  to  draw  the  innocent  and 
unwary  into  the  snares  of  this  party.     Private  meetings  were  called 
by  the  elders,  where  the  measures  pursued  against  Elias  Hicks,  and 
the  papers  of  charges  against  him,  were  gravely  exhibited;  and  in 
some  instances  they  were  carried  from  house  to  house,  all  for  the 
express  purpose  of  criminrattng  him  and  justifying  themselves:  thus 
endeavouring  to  cover  one  error  in  conduct  by  committing  another. 
The  progress  of  this  state  of  things  became  painfully  trying  and  ex- 
ercising to  many  Friends,  who  earnestly  discouraged  the  promotion 
of  party  feeling,  and  were  disposed  to  pass  by  the  occurrence  if  the    ^ 
elders  would  let  the  matter  rest.    Unhappily  for  them,  and  the^peacc  ^ 
of ,  society,  the  prime  movers  and  active  agents  of  these  party  mea- 
sures, persevered  with  unremitting  zeal,  not  only  in  their  own  justi- 
fication, but  in  censuring,  and  treating  with  indifference  and  dis- 
respect, those  who  could  not  countenance  a  system  of  studied  slander, 
and  consequent  proscription  and  division  in  the  society.     An  ad- 
vancement in  party  measures  produced  its  native  fruit,  great  bitter- 
ness of  spirit,  destroying  Christian  love  and  social  enjoyment,  and  . 
laying  waste  the  unity  andliarmony  of  religious  society.    Designing  f 
individuals,  aspiring  to  become  the  chiefs  of  their  party,  or  deter-  ■ 
mined  to  support  the  dignity  of  their  sires,  were  assiduously  em-   ? 
ployed  in  writing  and  spreading  anonymous  publications,  the  cunning  ^ 
sophistry  and  subtle  declamation  of  which  tended  to  mislead  the   '^ 
minds  of  the  unwary,  to  foment  discord,  and  fan  into  a  flame  the  un-   ^ 
meaning  war  of  conflicting  prejudices,  connected  with  nonessential 
opinions.     These  writers  seemed  ambitious  to  engraft  on  the  themes    - 
of  their  controversy  a  new  phraseology,  and  individuals  in  their  puh-    "- 
lie  communications  entwined  certaj^n   mysterious  views  and  ex- 
pressions, <<  which  dazzled  but  to  blind.''     In  many  instances  the 
ministry  was  prostituted  to  the  exhibition  of  party  views,  and  the 
ipost  ^rulent  declamation  was  indulged  in  against  ail  who  could  not 
for  conscience  sake  depart  from  the  simplicity  of  the  truth,  or  mingle 
with  those  self-willed  views  intended  to  please  a  certain  description 
of  men." 

Although  baffled,  this  combination  of  elders  persevered.  They 
organized  a  party  (Cockburn  91).  They  assumed  to  themselves  to 
be  the  meetings  (lb.  page  92).  They  excluded  Friends  from  all 
offices  of  trust,  and  services  in  stations  which  have  been  supposed  to 
confer  honour  (lb.  93). 

Thus,  they  moved  on  steadily  in  their  plan.  In  the  meanwhile, 
they  had  monopolized  the  most  of  the  offices  or  services  in  the  so- 
ciety. 

.  In  the  close  of  the  year  1824,  (2  vol.  Ev.  42.)  Elias  Hicks  paid 
another  visit  to  Philadelphia,  This  was  followed  in  January,  1825, 
by  a  charge  of  unsoundness  introduced  in  the  western  prepacative 
meeting  of  ministers  and  elders  in  Philadelphia,  with  a  view  to  ob- 
tain the  sanction  of  that  meeting  to  introduce  it  into  the  monthly 
n^ieetins;  (Cockburn,  93,  94).  This  was,  on  deliberate  consideration, 
rejected,  and  again  brought  forw^xd. 
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The  history  of  this  proce^dii^g  shows  the  daring  infractions  of  the 
iseipline,  which  they  were  willing  to  attempt,  to  accomplish  a  fa- 
burite  object^  and  was  enough  to  excite  alarm.  Although  defeated 
I  the  first  efibrty  they  returned  to  the  charge.  The  meeting  of  mi- 
isters  had  rejected  it,  but  it  was  brought  before  the  monthly  meet- 
ig:  a  committee  was  appointed,  and  a  report  made.  This  report 
'tis  improperly  entered  on  the  minutes  of  that  meeting:  but  it  was 
ejected.  Still  indefatigable,  they  attempted  to  have  a  copy  of  that 
(port  addressed  to  the  Jericho  monthly  meeting,  to  which  Elias 
licks  belonged.  That  also  was  defeated  (Cockburn,  95).  Thus  the 
iscipline  was  violated,  the  rights  of  members  prostrated,  and  the 
eace  of  the  society  laid  waste,  nol  only  in  the  original  acts,  but  ip 
1  the  proceedings  connected  with  it.  Again,  in  that  western  meet- 
Ig,  on  10th  January,  1825,  Elias  Hicks  was  publicly  opposed.  Cock- 
am,  98-9.  On  the  13th  January,  this  was  followed  by  a  report, 
enouncing  Elias  Hicks  and  his  doctrines,  as  tending  greatly  to  the 
ibyersion  of  sound  religious  principles,  and  the  wholesome  restraints 
f  moral  and  domestic  discipline  (lb.  page  99  to  102).  Their  report 
ras  entered  on  the  minutes  with  a  view  of  being  sent  to  the  Jericho 
lonthly  meeting,  to  casf  a  firebrand  among  them  which  might  con- 
ime  Elias  Hicks.  These  proceedings  were  forced  on,  notwith- 
landing  the  oppositioa  of  a  large  body  of,  the  society,  and  in  direct 
ifnction  of  the  discipline,  which  requires  unity  to  validate  any  of 
lieir  proceedings. 

^ut  there  was  another  act  of  still  greater  daring,  and  still  more 
idefensible  on  the  part  of  the  elders,  that  will  require  your  atten- 
ion.  It  is  detailed  in  Cockburn,  109  to  114.  It  was,  in  short,  this: 
-and  shows,  not  only  their  bitter  hostility  to  Elias  Hicks,  and  all 
bose  who  ^ere  supposed  to  be  friendly  to  him,  but  also  their  reck- 
iss  disregard  of  the  discipline,  and  of  the  rights  of  members  and  of 
leetings.  In  December,  1822,  after  Elias  Hicks  had  paid  a  visit  to 
be  families  of  Green  street  monthly  meeting,  they  endorsed  on  his 
ertificate,  a  minute  of  their  unity,  and  satisfaction  with  his  services 
Q  that  visit  While  this  was  doing,  some  alteration  being  proposed, 
iConard  Snowden,  an  elder  of  that  meeting,  said  bethought  it  would 
0.  Afterwards,  however,  and  when  the  association  of  the  city 
Iders  would  neither  brook  neutrality,  nor  tolerate  opposition,  he 
ras  induced  in  an  evil  hour  to  join  with  others  in  writing  and  sign- 
3g  a  paper,  impeaching  the  gospel  ministry  of  Elias  Hicks  in  those» 
ery  services.  He  was  taken  under  dealings,  by  his  own  meeting, 
)r  this  act  of  disunity.  Immediately  the  shield  of  the  elders  inter- 
osed  for  his  protection.  The  preparative  meeting  of  ministers 
nd  elders  invoke  the  aid  of  the  quarterly  meeting  of  ministers  and 
Iders,  in  a  case  of  difficulty  (2  vol.  Ev.  480).  They  immediately 
eted,  and  appointed  a  committee.  The  montiily  meeting  were  not 
>  be  deterred,  and  Leonard  Snowden,  supported  by  this  association 
f  elders,  refusing  to  make  any  satisfaction  for  his  double  dealing. 
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he  was  released  from  his  service  as  elder,  upon  the  groadd  of  his 
disunity  with  his  meeting.  This  act  was  in  conformity  to  the  disci- 
pline, which  prescribes,  (page  93,)  that  the  elders  should  be  in  unity 
with  the  meeting  to  which  they  belong. 

This  produced  great  excitement,  and  an  appeal  to  the  quarterly 
meeting,  and  thence  to  the  yearly  meeting,  and  this  was  one  of  tte 
cases  which  demanded  a  decision  when  the  yearly  meeting  assem- 
bled in  1827. 

Another  evidence  of  the  spirit  of  the  Orthodox  party,  is  to  be  found 
in  the  proceedings  of  the  Burlington  quarterly  meeting.'  The  repre-  w 
sentatives  to  the  yearly  meeting,  though  chosen  /or  the  monthly  ^ 
meetings,  are  chosen  by  the  quarterly  meeting.  In  consequence  of 
a  disput^at  this  time  between  the  monthly  meeting  at  MountHcJlyi 
and  the  quarterly  meeting  at  Burlington,  no  representative  was  chosen 
for  the  Mount  Holly  monthly  meeting. 

I  will  now  call  the  attention  of  the  court  to  the  yearly  meeting  of 
1827.  When  that  yearly  meeting  assembled,  it  was,  according  to 
usago,' organised  by  Samuel  Bettle,  the  clerk  of  the  preceding  year. 
This  is  in  conformity  to  the  usage  of  legislative  bodies.  The  morn-  i 
ing  of  the  first  day  was  spent  in  organising  the  meeting,  and  in  wait-  ji 
ing  till  the  clerk  for  the  year  should  be  nominated  by  the  represen-  \ 
tatives  who  held  a  separate  meeting  for  the  purpose.  In  this  meeting  i 
a  division  occurred.  There  was  a  large  majority  for  nominating  i 
John  Comly  as  clerk;  a  minority  of  the  representatives  were  in  favour  . 
of  nominating  Samuel  Bettle  as  clerk.  The  proceedings  of  this  meet-  : 
ing  of  representatives  deserves  your  serious  attentioQ.  i 

who  was  Samuel  Bettle  ?  He  was  a  member  of  the  meeting  for 
sufferings,  and  of  the  meeting  of  ministers  and  elders.  He  was  an 
actor  and  party  to  all  the  proceedings  which  were  to  be  brought  be- 
fore the  yearly  meeting,  of  an  excitmg  nature.  He  was  theiormer 
clerk,  but  the  yearly  meeting  being  organised,  he  ceased  to  be  clerk, 
and  was  functus  officio.  It  appears  by  the  testimony  of  William 
Evans,  that  those  who  were  in  favour  of  nominating  Samuel  Bettle 
to  the  meeting,  for  clerk,  attempted  ingeniously  to  raise  a  preliminary 
questbn,  whether  Samuel  Bettle  should  be  removed ;  thus  making  a 
false  fssue,  and  shifting  entirely  the  true  question  to  be  decided.  Sa* 
muel  Bettle  was  no  longer  clerk,  and  the  meeting  was  without  a 
clerk.  The  object  of  the  minority  was  evident;  if  the  question  really 
fP  be  determined  by  the  representatives  was,  whether  the  old  clerk 
should  be  removed  ?  it  must  be  decided  by  unity,  and  not  majority. 
If  it  was,  who  should  be  appointed  clerk?  then  the  representatives 
acting  as  a  committee,  according  to  the  uniform  usage  qf  the  society, 
must  be  governed  by  a  majority.  I  say  that  it  is  the  uniform  usage 
of  the  society,  when  a  service  is  to  be  performed  by  a  committee,  for 
the  committee  to  act  by  the  majority.  This  must  be  so  in  the  nature 
of  things,  and  all  the  evidence  in  this  cause,  on  both  sides,  proves 
that  fact. 

What  ought  the  comnfiittee  to  have  done  in  the  case  that  occurred, 
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aecording  to  the  settled  uMgc»  of  the  society,  and  the  eeneral  prin- 
ciples applicable  to  all  committeea,  appointed  to  pecfonn  a  particular 
service — Wait  until  they  settled  down  in  unity?.  No,  -but  to  have 
nominated  the  Friend  who  had  a  majority  of  the  committee  in  his 
fiivour.     This  was  not  done,  owing  to  the  opposition  of  the  Ortho- 
dox, who  in  this  gave  another  evidence  of  their  disposition,  to  borrow 
the  language  of  one  of  the  witnesses,  <<  to  rule  or  rend."     Instead  of 
Dominating  a  clerk  to  the  meeting,  which  was  the  senvice  that  they 
were  bound  to  perform,  and  nominating  John  Comly  who  united  a 
majority  of  the  votes,  as  they  were  bound  to  do,  agreeably  to  the 
practice  of  the  society,  one  of  the  Orthodox  party,  contrary  to  the 
sentiments  of  some  of  the  representatives,  in  the  afternoon  of  the 
first  day,  reported  to  the  meeting,  that  they  could  not  agree  upon  a 
derk.     It  would  seem  as  if  this  plan  had  been  settled  by  the  caucus 
of  the  Orthodox  held  the  preceding  evening,  at  the  house  of  Samuel 
Bettle.     For  immediately  upon  this,  William  Jackson,  an  aged  and 
venerable  member  of  the  society  of  Friends,  who  from  his  expe- 
rience and  standing  was  not  likely  to  be  questioned,  declared  that  it 
was  the  custom  of  the  society,  in  such  cases,  for  the  old  clerk  to  Con- 
tinue, until  a  new  clerk  was  brought  forward  and  agreed  tOw  2d  vol. 
Ev.  68.     It  is  painful  for  me  to  be  compelled  to  say  to  the  court-— 
and  I  would  not  do  it,  without  the  authority  of  that  venerable  man 
himself — that  this  was  an  error.  That  no  such  custom  existed.  That 
it  could  not,  as  no  such  case  had  ever  before  occurred  in  the  society. 
1st  vol.  Ev.  104.  We  have  read  o[  pious  frauds,  but  never  without 
mourning  over  the  frailty  of  man,  and  the  abhorrence  of  the  influence 
of  bigptry.     It  was,  in  the  deep  recesses  of  priest-craft,  in  the  dark 
and  benighted  days  of  monkish  domination,   that  the  unchristian 
maxim,  that  <<  the  end  justifies  the  means,"  found  its  disciples.     Is 
it  to  be  revived,  and  revived  too  in  a  society,  who  in  all  their  meet- 
ii^  acknowledge  the  overshadowings  of  the  great  head  of  their 

church? 

S«muel  Bettle,  adroitly  availed  himself  of  the  impression  made  by 
the  declaration  of  the  venerable  William  Jackson.  Listen  to  his 
modest  recital  of  this  matter:  (1st  vol.  'Ev.  68,)  ^<  This  proposition 
was  opposed,  but  several  who  were  known  to  be  attached  to  the  dis- 
turbers of  our  peace,  (I  canH  term  them  seceders  yet,  for  they  had 
not  yet  separated,  I  use  the  term  with  no  other  view,  but  to  designate 
them,)  endeavoured  to  prevail  on  their  friends,  as  they  seemed  to  di-"* 
rect  their  discourse  to  them,  to  submit  to  the  proposition ;  for  it  might 
not  be  of  so  much  consequence  as  you  apprehend,  said  one  man  who 
was  well  known  to  be  a  leading  man  in  this  schism.  There  being  a 
little  pause,  I  simply  made  a  minute,  desiring  the  old'clerks  to  con- 
tinue to  serve  the  meeting.  This  minute,  as  soon  as  read,  was  opposed. 
I  sat  down,  did  not  proceed  with  any  business;  let  the  discussion  go 
on,  and  watched  the  evei^f  Thus  by  a  most  barefaced  assertion  of 
a  custom  which  never  existed,  and  by  a  bold  hardihood,  rarely  wit- 
nessed io  a  religious  society,  Samuel  Bettle  recorded  himself  cletk« 
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He,  it  is  true,  seems  to  think,  that  all  this  was  done  in  unity.    In 
this  he  is  contradicted  b^  Abraham  Lower  and  others,  and  by  the 
facts  detailed  in  the  whole  volume  of  Evidence,  and  by  the  institu- 
tion of  this  suit.     I  will  not  do  him  injustice.     He  tells  us  what  he 
means  by  unity.     In  1st  vol.  Ev.  82,  he  says,  "  that  in  1823,  when 
the  extracts  were  read  in  the  yearly  meeting,  he  took  the  impression 
that  there  was  an  unsettled  state  of  mind,  in  regard  to  faith  and  doc- 
trines, manifested  by  some  of  the  members  of  that  meeting;  and  that   V 
he  saw  it  working  until  the  separation;  and  that  impression  remained 
with  him  until  that  time."     And  in  answer  to  the  question,  "Did 
you  consider  that-such  persons  were  entitled  to  equal  weight  and  in- 
fluence in  your  meetings,  after  you  took  that  impression  ?''  he  says, 
**  I  never  considered  them  entitled  to  any  weight  or  influence  at  alL" 
He  cuts  the  Gordian  knot  at  once.     Here  all  difficulties  were  re- 
moved.    Now  I  beg  the  court  to  remember,  that  these  very  persons 
were  the  majority  of  the  society  at  that  time  and  ever  since,  for  they 
succeeded  in  rejecting  those  extracts.     This  then  was  the  principle 
established  by  Bettle  to  arrive  at  unanimity;  and  Bettle  himself  now 
avows  that  from  that  time  down  to  the  separation,  he  had  never  con- 
sidered the  majority  as  entitled  to  any  wei^t  or  influence.     This  is 
the  mode  in  which  the  Orthodox  arrive  at  unity.     They  expel  all 
who  difier  with  them,  efiectually,  by  this  new  scheme  of  their  learned 
clerk.  And  you  find  that  this  was  the  Orthodox  principle  throughout. 
In  the  testimony  of  Samuel  Parsons,  p.   178,  he  seems  to  have 
adopted  the  same  principle  of  arriving  at  unity,  in  the  New  York 
yearly  meeting.     I  refer  the  court  to  it,  and  1  conceive,  that  it  fu^ 
nishes  a  very  clear  avowal  of  that  principle,  although  I  am  sorry  to 
say,  that  a  strong  efibrt  is  made  to  evade  a  distinct  answer.     It  was 
the  only  mode  of  conquering  a  majority.  Hence  Samuel  Bettle  drew 
the  line  of  discrimination,  and  fixed  his  standard  of  weight  and  in- 
fluence.    But  this  question  in  the  yearly  meeting,  in  respect  to  the 
nomination  of  a  clerk,  was  not  a  mere  contest  about  men,  it  claims 
a  higher  consideration.     It  was  a  contest  for  principle,  for  their 
dearest  and  most  established   and   essential   rights.     If  the  clerk 
assumed  to  himself  the  prerogative  of  disregarding  the  opinions  and 
claims  of  the  majority  present  at  the  meeting,  he  thereby  became  the 
dictator  of  the  whole  proceedings;  he  became  the  meeting  itself.    He 
was  no  longer  the  servant  of  the  meeting,  but  its  master  and  sove- 
reign. 

When  the  matter  was  represented  at  the  yearly  meeting  at  which 
Samuel  Bettle  recorded  himself  as  clerk,  it  was  not  on  the  ground  of 
unity  among  the  attendant  members.  Abraham  Lower,  Halliday 
.  Jackson  and  others,  tell  you  that  there  was  no  unity  in  this  yearly 
meeting,  except  so  far  as  regarded  the  proposition  for  John  Comly 
to  act  as  assistant  clerk,  and  as  to  the  raising  of  contributions  for  the 
succour  of  the  distressed  Africans.  In  everything  else,  you  find, 
there  was  disunity. 

This  yearly  meeting  has  been  looked  to  as  the  superior  tribunal  of 
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the  society  to  determine  the  questions  which  distracted  the  different 
quarters,  and  it  seemed  to  be  hoped,  that  it  ^ould  settle  down  on  the 
original  principle  of  unity,  or  such  as  would  produce  a  corresponding 
effect.     It  is  clear,  however,  that  previous  to  this  meeting,  although 
this  was  the  hope  of  some,  yet  some  of  the  Orthodox  party  were  pre* 
paring  the  way  for  a  final  separation.      Thomas  Wistar  declared  at 
a  previous  meeting  in  Philadelphia,  in  1826,  that  they  could  not 
unite  with  the  Hicksite  Friends  here  or  hereafter ;  though  he  sub- 
sequently corrected  his  declaration,  so  far  as  it  applied  to  the  here- 
after.     He  was  a  man,  whom  even  Samuel  Bettle  would  admit  to  be 
of  great  weight  and  influence  in  the  society,  and  his  opinions  carry 
with  them  a  proportionably  important  influence.  sHalliday  Jackson, 
in  2d  vol.  p.  139,  140,  says,  that  Samuel  Bettle  during  the  agitat- 
ing scenes  that  were  passing  in  the  yearly  meeting  of  1827,  declared 
to  John  Comly,  "  that  he  could  not  see  anything  better,  than  that 
there  should  be  a  separation.^'  We  also  find  in  the  book  of  Evidence, 
abundance  of  testimony  to  show  that  rumours  were  abroad,  and  scat- 
tered far  and  near,  that  such  was  the  intention  of  the  leaders  of  the 
Orthodox;  and  it  is  perfectly  manifest  that  both  parties  looked  for- 
ward to  the  yearly  meeting  to  restore  the  unity  of  the  society,  or  to 
bring  the  questions  which  disturbed  its  peace  to  a  final  decision. 

What  were  the  questions  to  be  there  presented  ?  The  first  was  on 
the  subject  of  a  proposition  from  Abington  and  Bucks  quarters,  in 
respect  to  reconsidering  the  discipline  of  the  society,  relative  to  the 
appointment  of  elders  and  members  of  the  meeting  for  sufferings,  so 
that  said  appointments  be  made  for  a  limited  time  (^v.  vol.  2. 486-7). 
The  discipline  then  existing,  directed  the  appointment  of  twefve  of 
the  members  of  the  meeting  for  sufferings  by  the  yearly  meeting,  and 
four  to  be  chosen  by  each  quarter,  (Discipline,  p.  53,)  and  that  each 
monthly  meeting  should  choose  two  or  more  elders,  (lb.  61;)  but  did 
Dot  prescribe  the  duration  of  their  terms  of  ofiice.  Hence  they  were 
liable  to  be  removed  at  the  will  of  the  appointing  power.  The  Bucks 
and  Abington  quarters  seemed  to  consider,  either  that  it  was  invidious 
to  change,  or  that  a  removal  would  create  dissatisfaction,  where  the 
term  of  office  was  at  pleasure;  therefore,  to  avoid  the  possible  causes 
of  disunity  and  heart-burnings  arising  .from  removals,  and  with  a 
view  to  distribute  the  offices  among  the  different  members  of  the 
society,  and  qualifying  the  members  for  those  services;  and  acting 
on  that  pure  democratic  principle  on  which  all  our  best  institutions 
are  founded,  they  wished  to  fix  a  limited  period  to  the  service  of  these 
various  officers.  Besides,  it  would  harmonize  the  tenure  of  office. 
The  Discipline,  in  page  37,  prescribes,  <<That  a  committee  should 
be  annually  appointed,  in  each  of  our  quarterly  and  monthly  meet- 
ings, for  the  nomination  of  clerks,  which  may  afford  opportunity  for 
their  being  seasonably  changed,  and  more  of  our  qualified  members 
exercised  in  those  services.'*  And  in  page  77:  "  It  is  further  recom- 
mended to  our  monthly  meetings,  that  a  committed  be  appointed,  at 
least  once  in  three  years,  or.  as  much  oftener  as  Ih^  ocomoti  \xv^^ 
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require,  to  consider  the  propriety  of  changing  our  oyerseers,  and 
bringing  forward,  in  the  improvement  of  their  gifltB,  other  Frienda 
on  whom  a  concern  for  the  welfare  of  the  society  rests.**  This  was 
a  matter  of  deep  importance  to  the  society. 

Again,  there  were  to  be  presented  some  propositions  from  the 
Philadelphia  quarterfy  meeting,  to  prescribe  the  discipline  of  the 
society,  in  respect  to  the  number  of  challenges  to  which  a  member 
was  entitled  in  cases  of  dealings  or  appeals.  Thsd  had  before  rested 
on  usage,  which  allowed  challenges  without  limit  (Halliday  JacksoQ's 
testimony).  This  proposition  proceeded  from  the  Orthodox  party; 
and  it  was  brought  up  as  a  preliminary  measure  to  tHe  system  of 
disownments  which  they  then  contemplated,  and  which  they  ^bse- 
quently  resorted  to.  This  was  a  proposition  entirely  of  a  party 
character,  and  which  ought  to  have  been  acted  upon  by  the  yearly 
meeting. 

Another  matter  was  the  case  of  the  Green  street  monthly  meeting, 
and  their  right  to  release  elders  from  appointments.     It  arose  in  the    | 
case  of  £ieonard  Snowden,  before  referred  to,  and  which  is  ably  set    ■ 
forth  and  discussed  in  the  statement  of  the  Green  street  meeting  (vol.    ! 
2.  p.  445  to  451). .  It  will  he  recollected  that  the  Green  street  monthly 
meeting  united  in  a  certificate  of  unity  with  Elias  Hicks,  in  1826. 
Mr.  L.  Snowden  having  united  in  the  certificate,  and  subsequently    ■ 
put  his  name  to  a  paper  which  was  considered  a  contradiction  of  that    \ 
certificate,  was  dealt  with  according  to  the  Discipline,  and  not  making    \ 
satisfaction  for  his  conduct,  was  released  from  service  as  an  elder. 
This  subject  was  immediately  taken  up  by  the  meeting  of  ministers 
and  elders  as  a  permanent  body;  they  insisted  that  the  appointment 
was  during  life,  or  good  behaviour.    On  the  part  of  the  monthly  meet- 
ing, it  was  contended  that  the  appointment  was  at  the  pleasure  of  the 
meeting  who  appointed  them,  with  or  without  assigning  any  cause 
for  releasing  them;  and  they  asserted  their  right  to  release  such  when- 
ever they  choose,  on  the  plain  principle  that  the  power  whiph  gives, 
has  likewise  the  power  to  revoke  when  it  seems  meet  to  do  so.  They 
therefore  did  revoke  the  appointment.     It  was  insisted  by  the  Green 
street  monthly  meeting,  that  this  was  not  a  subject  of  appeal.     The 
monthly  meeting  contended,  that  inasmuch  as  the  whole  discipline 
contemplated  that  the  appointments  were  made  for  the  purpose  of 
conferring  benefits  on  the  society,  they  had  a  right  to  recall  them  as 
they  thought  proper;  that  the  persons  appointed  acted  in  the  capacity 
of  servients  to  the  monthly  meeting;  that  they  were  responsible  to  the 
meeting,  and  therefore  removable  at  pleasure.     They  do  not  disown 
the  member,  or  deprive  him  of  his  membership,  but  they  merely 
release  him  from  services  which  they  had  imposed  on  him;  but  they 
do  not  dispossess  him  of  his  membership  in  the  society.  They  insisted, 
that  if  they  wero  bound  to  assign  a  cause,  they  had  assigned  a  good 
cause.     The  Discipline,  p.  93,  requires  that  an  elder  should  <<  he  in 
unity  with  the  meeting  to  which  he  belonged,  harmoniously  labouring 
together  for  truth's  honour.''    That  when  he  ceased  to  tie  so,  it  was 
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good  cBUse  for  removing  him^    Oq  this  point  (here  can  h&  no'  ques- 
tion. 

There  was  another  question  of  high  importante  which  demanded 
consideration.    The  meeting  for  sufferin;^  had  aet  ap  their  fight  td 
eatablish  themaelvea  aa  a  permanent  body;  they  received  their  ap* 
pointmenta  in  a  similar  way,  some  from  the  yearly  meeting,  and 
others  from  the  quarterly  meetings,  without  prescribing  a  term  of 
office^  and  therefore  they  were  subjected  to  the  same  principles,     la 
this  ease,  the  Southern  quarter  released  from  their  appointment  cer- 
tain members  who  had  oeen  appointed  members  of  the  meeting  for 
suflTerings.    Bat  it  did  not  appear  that  the  members  themselves  made 
any  objection  to  the  removal;  the  objection  came  from  their  fellows 
as  a  body.     They  saw,  however,  that  an  attack  was  made  on  thiS 
power  of  their  body,  and  feeling  it  necessary  that  they  should  placid 
themselves  beyond  a  responsibility  of  this  description,  they  interfered 
to  bring  the  matter  to  a  settlement.     The  Southern  quarterly  meeting 
resisted  that,  and  the  subject  was  carried*  before  the  yearly  meetings 
And  what  was  the  state  of  things  there  ?    It  was  found  that  the  yearly 
meeting  was  entirely  incompetent  to  transact  businesfl^at  all,  as  a  body) 
that  the  bond  of  union  between  them  was  prostrate  in  the  dust;  that 
i    the  unity  which  they  all  admitted  to  be  the  great  basis  of  their  insil^ 
tntiona,  was  broken  up;  and  that  the  overshadowing  influences  of  th€ 
f    great  Head  of  the  church  had  ceased  to  dwell  among  them.     Evei^ 
I    single  aot'Of  that  meeting  was  directly  subversive  of  the  principle  df 
[    unity.     Not  only  was  that  principle  destroyed,  but  the  OrthodM 
repudiated  the  principle  of  majority,  and  sought  to  establish  the  arUn 
tocratic  principle,  that  the  majority  must  yield  to  the  indefinite;  uiid 
indefinable  control  of  weight  and  influence,  to  be  determined  af^  th6 
caprice,  interest,  or  judgment  of  one  man  shonld  determine. 

Look  to  the  s^ene  which  took  place  in  relation  to  the  appointment 
of  a  clerk.    In  the  testimony  in  this  cause,  it  is  (H'<yved  there  were  a 

(hundred  members  in  favour  of  appointing  John  Comly  and  only  forty-L 
aeven  in  favour  of  appointing  Samuel  Bettle.  Thia  w^sa  committee^ 
•  and  the  usage  of  the  aociety  is  clearly  established,  that  in  committees 
I  a  majority  governs.  The  committee  were  bound  to  report  the  sense 
I  of  the  majority,  if  unity  could  not  be  arrived  at^  But  if  unity  and 
I  good  opder  were  desirable,  if  it  was  the  object  of  the  society  to  heal, 
i  and  not  to  irritate  or  extend  the  inroads  with  which  the  peace  of  ita 
members  was  threatened,  Samuel  Bettle  was  the  last  man  in  society* 
I  who  ought  to  have  been  selected  as  clerk.  Yet,  notwithstanding  this^ 
^  strong  expression  of  opinion,  notwithstanding  the  well-established 
!  principle  which  pervades  all  other  assemblies  of  a  lik^  character, 
that  where  unity  cannot  be  arrived  at,  the  sense  of  the  meeting,  as 
exprened  by  the  votes  of  the  majority,  must  prevail ;  and  contrary 
to  all  systems  generally  resorted  to  under  such  circumstances,  the  mi* 
nority  refiised  to  yield.  What  was  the  consequence?  Samuel  Bettle 
hM\y  recorded  himself  clerk.  The  very  man  who  had  alrea^ 
drawn  tfie  line  of  donarcation,  thus  having  appointed  btom^M  ^^sfkv 
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and  finding  that  all  those  persons  who  were  opposed  to  the  adopikm  |^ 
of  a  creed  in  the  year  1823,  were  opposed  now  to  his  appointment 
as  clerk,  he  acted  upon  the  same  principle  that  he  unblushingly  arowi 
in  his  testimonyi  overlooks  them  entirely,  and  determines  that  they 
are  entitled  to  no  weight  or  influence  at  all  in  that  meeting.    An 
admirable  scheme  fer  the  preservation  of  unity!     Why  not  as  well  L 
declare  himself,  that  he  is  the  only  man  whose  word  is  to  have  weight, 
or  whose  presence  is  to  carry  command  ?     He  had  b^en  acting  on  ^ 
that  principle  since  1823;  the  majority  knew  and  felt  it     They  saw  L. 
in  his  usurpation,  the  destruction  of  their  rights^  and  the  overthrow  j,^ 
of  the  peace,  order,  and  equality  of  the  society.     What  were  tbe  j^^ 
majority  of  the  yearly  meeting  to  do  then  ?    Were  they  to  have  t 
recourse  to  violeuce?     Were  they  to  eject  the  clerk  by  force  from  ^ 
the  meeting?     It  would  have  been  contrary  to  the  peaceable  principle  i^ 
which  was  the  foundation  and  object  of  their  religious  society,  to  do  l 
so.     They  remonstrated,  they  pointed  out  to  him  the  baneful  conae-  j^ 
quences  of  his  proceedings,  and  they  sought,  by  every  conciliatory  , 
means  within  their  power,  to  bring  him  back  to  a  sense  of  his  duty  ^ 
and  his  obligations.    But  in  vain!     Friends  were  not  insensible  of  ,^ 
the  contumely  with  which  they  had  been  treated ;  they  were  not  ^ 
ignorant  that  their  voices  had  not  been  listened  to  by  him  for  four 
years,  and  that  their  equal  rights  had  been  outraged  by  hia  unjust,  ^ 
unlawful,  and  arbitrary  acts.  They  were  fully  aware  of  the  measures  '^ 
which  were  adopted  in  the  assumption  of  this  more  than  kingly 
power.     They  expressed  their  dissent  from  the  proceedings,  but  did  ^ 
not  immediately  retire,  because  they  yet  hoped  that  a  senfe  of  du^  "^ 
might  return,  and  that  Bettle,  under  the  guidance  of  wiser  counaeli  ^ 
would  stop  short  in  his  career.    They  remained  till  Bettle  propped  ^ 
to  Comly,  that  it  was  better  that  there  should  be  a  separation  of  the  ^ 
society,  'i 

I  refer  to  the  evidence  of  Halliday  Jackson,  2d  vol.  Ev.  p.  139^ 
140.     It  appears  from  this  evidence,  that  the  proposition  for  a  sep- 
ration  came  from  Samuel  Bettle.  He,  if  he  was  not.  playing  an  artful    ^ 
and  insidious  part,  was  convinced  that  the  yearly  meeting  was  not  in     - 
a  state  to  transact  business.  .  lo  his  evidence,  1st  vol.  p.  69,  he  first    7 
suggests  the  idea  to  John  Comly,  that  these  propositions  could  not  be    ' 
acted  on,  from  the  state  the  society  was  in.     The  fact  must,  there-    ^ 
fore,  be  admitted,  unless  it  is  still  to  be  contended  that  the  minority    ^ 
is  to  rule  over  the  majority.     It  is  certainly  true,  that  John  Comly 
when  he  found  that  all  united  in  calling  him  to  the  service  of  assistant    ^ 
derk,  acted  for  a  short  time  as  such.     But  he  only  recognized  the    ^' 
meeting  so  far  as  they  were  in  unity;  and  all  the  proceedings  of  that    [ 
meeting,  so  far  as  they  resulted  in  unity,  were  considered  by  all  the 
Friends  as  binding  upon  them.    Yet  Friends  are  charged  with  being 
dii^rganizers.     How  unjust  and  untrue  is  the  accusation.     They 
united  in  extending  charity  to  the  suffering  African :  they  Hid  aside 
a  sense  of  their  Wrongs,  when  they  were  invoked  to  aid  in  a  cause, 
which  they  have  the  high  and  distingqished  honour  of  being  the  first 
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» ftdToeate.  They  lost  the  feeling  of  their  own  injuries  in  endea- 
Baring  to  redress  those  of  others.  They  were  true  to  their  own 
rineiples  and  those  of  their  forefathers,  in  the  last  act  of  the  united 
leiety.  Their  sole  desire  was  once  again  to  render  firm  and  immoye- 
>le  the  bond  of  union  which  had  been  broken  asunder;  and  to  put 
1  end  to  those  untoward  bickerings,  the  pernicious  influences  of 
hich  were  spreading  themselves  through  all  the  branches  of  the  so- 
efy.  They  desired  to  restore  to  the  society  the  unity  which  was 
le  foundation  of  its  original  discipline.  To  that  object  alone  they 
ml  their  efforts;  and  night  and  day  they  were  conferring,  not  as  is 
lleged,  for  the  purpose  of  effecting  a  separation,  but  to  ascertain  if  it 
rould  be  necessary,  as  a  last  resort,  to  refer  matters  to  the  great  body 
f  Friends,  in  order  to  effect  their  desired  re-union.  They  waitei 
atiently  and  humbly  to  see  the  end  of  the  yearly  meeting,  hoping 
liat  m  way  would  be  opened  toward  a  reconciliation.  But  the  closing 
ct  of  that  meeting  removed  all  remaining  hope  of  such-a  termina- 
lon* 

The  meeting  of  ministers  and  elders  had  appointed  persons  to  visit 
he  quarterly  and  monthly  meetings,  to  act  as  inquisitors  into  the 
DDflciences  of  Friends.  In  Pine  street  meeting,  to  which  Jonathan 
iSvins  and  his  sons  belonged,  whose  orthodoxy  will  not  be  questioned 
y  our  adversaries,  it  was  suggested  that  there  was  an  unsoundness 
f  fiuth,  and  formal  application  was  made  to  the  yearly  meeting,  for 
be  appointment  of  a  committee  to  visit  the  quarterly  and  monthly 
inetings.  This  proposition  originated  as  many  others,  which  have 
at  in  motion  the  elements  of  discord  in  this  society,  in  the  officious 
Bterference  of  certain  women-Friends  from  England,  missionaries, 
rho  leave  that  country  to  inquire  into  the  religious  faith  of  the  so- 
le^ of  Friends  here,  and  who  had  been  most  industriously  engaged- 
a  /anning  the  flames  of  discord  wherever  opportunity  offered  itself. 
lamuel  Settle  admits  that  this  proposition  was  opposed,  and  tha^it 
ras  not  adopted,  until  a  short  time  previous  to  the  adjournment,  and 
hat  it  was  not  finally  adopted  until  it  was  announced  that  Friends 
•d  held  separate  meetings.   1st  vol.  Ev.  69,  70. 

It  has  been  said,  the  Friends  have  by  the  address  adopted  by  them, 
t  the  conferences  held  during  the  sitting  of  that  yearly  meeting,  and 
oblished  immediately  afterwards,  avowed  an  intention  to  separate* 
lis  appears  to  me  an  error.  The  address,  after  setting  forth  the 
resent  condition  of  the  yearly  meeting,  and  the- causes  which  have 
id  to  it,  proceeds:  <<  From  this  has  resulted  a  state  of  things  that 
as  proved  destructive  of  peace  and  tranquillity,  and  in  which  the 
nits  of  love  and  condescension  have  been  blasted,  and  the  comforts 
nd  enjoyments  even  of  social  intercourse  greatly  diminished.  Mea- 
ores  have  been  pursued  which  we  deem  oppressive,  and  in  their 
ature  and  tendency  calculated  to  undermine  and  destroy  those  bene- 
Is,  to  establish  and  perpetuate  which  should  be  the  purpose  of  every 
elif^ous  association. 

<<  It  is  only  under  the  influence  of  <  the  peaceable  a^vril  vcA 


dom  of  Jesus^  that  diiciplifie  can  be  properly  administered,  or  the 
ftfiairs  of  the  church  transacted  <  with  decency'  and  in  order.  Thii 
blessed  influence  is  a  wall  of  defence,  on  the  right  hand  and  on  the 
lefty  protecting  all>  even  the  weakest  of  the  flock;  and  within  this 
Mcred  inclosure  our  rights  and  privileges  repose,  as  in  the  bosom  o( 
aociety,  in  perfect  security.  On  this  foundation  has  rested  that  ei*  Iq 
cellent  order  which  the  society  of  Friends  has  been  favoured,  in  a  t 
good  degree,  to  maintain  in  its  transactions ;  this  is  the  bond  that  h»  jii 
united  its  members  together,  and  enabled  them  to  manage  all  their  ii 
concerns  in  '  forbearance  and  love  of  each  other.'  But  this  bleased  jii 
order  has  been  infringed,  both  in  the  present  yearly  meeting,  (pro-  ji 
ddcing  unexampled  disorder  in  some  of  its  sittings,)  and  in  many  of  jt 
its  subordinate  branches,  and  has  proved  a  fruitful  source  of  the  dif-  |r 
ficulties  that  now  exist  i: 

.^*  It  is  under  a  solemn  and  deliberate  view  of  this  painful  state  of  ^ 
our  afiairs,  that  we  feel  bound  to  express  to  you,  under  a  settled  con-  ji 
viction  of  mind,  that  the  period  has  fully  come  in  which  we  ought   i 
to  look  towards  making  a  quiet  retreat  from  this  scene  of  confusion,   ^ 
and  we  therefore  recommend  to  you  deeply  to  weigh  the  momentoui   a 
nubject,  and  to  adopt  such  a  course  as  truth,  under  solid  and  soleroD    ;, 
deliberation,  may  point  to,  in  furtherance  of  this  object,  that  our  so-  ^ 
etety  may  agaia  enjoy  the  free  exercise  of  its  rights  and  privilegea    ; 
And  we  think  proper  to  remind  you,  that  we  have  no  new  Grospd    r 
to  preach;  nor  any  other  foundation  to  lay  than  that  already  laid,    ; 
and  proclaimed  by  our  forefathers,  even  *  Christ  within,  the  hope  oif   i 
Glory' — ^the  power  of  God,  and  the  wisdom  of  Goo.'    Neither 
have  we  any  other  system  of  discipline  to  propose,  than  that  which    i 
we  already  possess,  believing  that,  whilst  we  sincerely  endeavour  to 
Kve  iind  walk  consistently  with  our  holy  profession,  and  to  administ^ 
it  in  the  spirit  of  forbearance  and  love,  it  will  be  found  su£Bcient 
for  the  government  of  the  church.     And  whilst  we  cherish  a  rea* 
flonable  hope  to  see  our  Zion,  under  the  Divine  blessing,  loosen  her- 
self ^  from  tho  bands  of  her  neck,'  and  put  on  her  strength,  and 
Jerusalem  her  <  beautiful  garments,'  and  our  annual  and  other  as- 
semblies again  crowned  with  that  quietude  and  peace  which  become 
our  christian  profession ;  we  feel  an  ardent  desire  that  in  all  our  pro- 
ceedings tending  to  this  end,  our  conduct  towards  all  our  brethren 
aaay,  on  every  occasion,  be  marked  with  love  and  forbearance:  that 
when  reviled,  we  bless;  when  defamed,  we  entreat;  and  when  per- 
secuted, that  we  suffer  it 

<f  Finally,  brethren,  we  beseech  you,  *  by  the  name  of  our  Lord 
Jxsus  Chbist,  that  ye  all  speak  the  same  thing,  and  that  there  be  no 
divisions  among  you;  but  that  ye  be  perfectly  joined  together,  in 
the  same  mind,  and  in  the  same  judgment'" 

It  breathes  the  tnie,  the  peaceful  spirit  of  Quakerism,  and  the 
most  devoted  attachment  to  its  discipline  and  institutions,  and  to 
the  society  itself.  The  courage  of  the  Quaker  is  passive  and  it 
e$uiun»^^itB  weapons  are  forbean^oe,  non-resistance^  and  love  of 
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ih  other;  and  it  withdraws  from  force — confusioni  and  disorder. — 
t  under  the  ^  influence  of  the  peaceful  spirit  and  wisdom  of  Jesus'' 
il  meets  all  difiBcuUies  with  unalterable  firmness  of  endurance,  and 
iquers  by  patience  and  non-resistance.  When  this  address  was 
biished,  the  Orthodox  had  announced  the  necessity  of  a  sepa* 
ion — ^Thomas  Wistar,  Joseph  Whitall  and  others  had  so  done, 
.  Jackson^s  testimony,  vol.  2.  p.  140.)  It  was  common  repute  in 
»  winter  of  1826,  that  the  Orthodox  intended  to  drive  the  Friends 
the  separation. 

I  have  shown  that  such  a  step  was  at  least  in  contemplation  by  the 
ihodox.  At  the  yearly  meeting,  Samuel  Bettle  obtains  the  ear  of 
bn  Comly,  and  under  the  assumed  garb  of  friendship  tells  him 
will  be  better  that  the  society  should  separate.  Taking,  therefore, 
these  facts  into  consideration,  if  this  was  a  separation,  up  to  ^hc^t 
ntj  it  was  certainly  contemplated  by  both  parties;  as  to  the  Or<- 
odox,  they  had  announced  the  necessity  and  the  propriety  of  a 
paration;  their  own  members  had  advised  it;  and  yet  we  find  that 
eae  very  men  now  step  boldly  forward  and  tell  those  who  have  acted 
lOO  that  very  advice  that  by  so  doing  they  have  lost  their  property 
id  their  rights!  It  is  sufficient  simply  to  advert  to  these  facts  to 
lieve  my  clients  from  the  imputations  thus  cast  upon  them.  I  say 
ifty  independent  of  the  acts  of  the  Orthodox  party  as  proved  by 
e  evidence  here  produced,  the  yearly  meeting,  by  its  condoct  in 
e  instances  I  have  alluded  to,  trampled  upon  the  discipline  of  the 
eiety— -and  that  unity,  the  great  bond  of  the  society  was  broken 
r  the  Orthodox  party  themselves.  For  years,  at  least  since  1823, 
ey  had  planned  the  scheme  <<  to  rule  or  rend  the  society,"  and 
oved  on  in  that  plan,  undismayed  by  defeat  and  unchecked  Jn 
tir  career  by  either  the  discipline  or  fundamental  principles  of  the 
eiety  until,  failing  to  accomplish  the  former,  they  effected  the 

tier. 

Who  was  it,  according  to  the  evidence,  that  first  publicly  opposed 
lias  Hicks,  who,  if  he  did  preach  unsound  doctrines,  which  I  do  not 
Iniit,  was  at  least  a  minister  accredited  by  the  society,  and  under  the 
ntection  of  its  discipline,  which  in  page  61  prescribes,  ^  As  the 
scasion  of  our  religious  meetings  is  solemn,  a  care  should  ever  be 
■iotained  to  guard  against  any  thine  which  would  tend  to  disorder 
'confusion  therein.  When  any  think,  that  they  have  aught  against 
bat  is  publicly  delivered,  they  should  speak  to  the  party  privately 
\A  orderly,  and  if  any  shall  oppose  a  ministering  friend  when  on  her 
"caching  or  exhortation,  or  keep  on  the  hat,  or  shew  any  remarka- 
0  dislike  to  such  when  engaged  in  prayer,  let  them  be  speedily 
Imonished  in  such  manner  as  may  be  requisite,  unless  the  person 
;pdnst  whom  the  uneasiness  is  expressed,  has  been  disowned  by 
monthly  meeting,  or  his  or  her  public  appearance  disapproved 
f  the  elders.''  It  is  manifest  that  the  disownment  by  a  monthly 
eeting,  and  the  disapproval  of  the  elders  here  referred  to,  is  rc- 
ricted  to  the  monthly  meeting  to  which  the  m\ii\«tex  >daX^^^ 
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This  provision  of  the  discipline  is  wise  and  salutary,  and  without  it 
these  recommendations  of  the  discipline  would  be  ineffectual.     Dis- 
cipline 90,  <<  And  it  is  recommended,  that  in  conducting  the  aifain 
of  our  meetings,  Friends  endeavour  to  manage  them  in  the  peacea- 
ble spirit  and  wisdom  of  Jesus,  with  decency,  forbearance  and  love 
of  each  other." — Who  does  not  know,  that  "the  peaceable  spirit 
and  wisdom  of  Jesus,*'  and  all  *<  decency,  forbearance  and  love  of   -^ 
each  other,"  departs  from  "religious  meetings,"  where  a  ministe^    -^ 
ing  Friend,  travelling  with  the  certificates  of  his  appropriate  meet-    ^ 
ings,  and  as  prescribed  by  the  discipline  of  the  society,*  or  acting    i' 
within  the  limits  of  the  meeting  to  which  he  belongs,  is  publicly  op-    i! 
posed.  The  duty  of  ministers  and  elders,  is  limited  to  advice  and  ad-   | 
monition,  Discipline  60,  says,  "It  is  our  earnest  desire  that  both  mi-    ^ 
nisters  and  elders,  may  be  as  nursing  fathers  and  mothers,  to  those  that   ^ 
are  young  in  the  ministry,  and  with  all  care  and  diligence  advise  and    '■■ 
admonish  them;  and  if  they  see  occasion,  reprove  them  in  a  tender   f 
and  christian  spirit,  according  to  the  ru^es  of  our  discipline  and    - 
counsel  of  Friends,  in  that  respect.*' — Now,  what  do  those  rules 
prescribe.  Discipline   60,  "  And  if  any  (minister)  in  the  course  of 
their  ministry  shall  misapply,  or  draw  unsound  inferences,  or  wrong 
conclusions  from  the  text  (of  the  scriptures  of  the  Old  and  New  Tea-  « 
laments,)  or  shall  misbehave  themselves  in  point  of  conduct  or  con- 
versation, let  them  be  admonished  in  love  and  tenderness,  by  the 
elders  or  overseers  where  they  live^  and  if  they  prove  refractory 
and  refuse  to  acknowledge  their  fauHs,let  them  be  further  dealt  with 
in  the  wisdom  of  truth,  as  the  case  may  require."     If  practices  of 
this  kind  were  permitted  would  it  not  tend  to  <*  disorder  and  confu- 
sion therein ;''  and  how  could  the  preparative  and  monthly  meetings 
once  a  year,  i*espond  to  the  query  which  the  Discipline,  page  87,  re- 
quires to  be  aiftwered.     "Are  love  and  unity  maintained  amongst 
you."     Strange,  indeed,  would  it  be  if  ministers  and  elders  should 
possess  the  power  of  publicly  opposing  ministering  Friends,  who 
did  not  belong  to  their  meeting,  in  a  society,  whose  discipline 
throughout,  breathes  the  <<  peaceable  spirit  and  wisdom  of  Jesus,''  and 
strives  to  inculcate  it  by  all  their  rules.     It  not  only  watches  over 
their  religious  meetings  and  meetings  of  business — their  public  assem- 
blies; but  extends  its  panoply  to  individuals  in  their  private  walks. 
Discipline  76,  in  respect  to  overseers^  declares,  that  it  is  their  duty 
*<  to  exercise  a  vigilant  and  tender  care  over  their  fellow-members,  that 
if  any  thing  repugnant  to  the  harmony  and  good  order  of  the  socie- 
ty,  appears  among  them,  it  may  be  timely  attended  to  and  not 
neglected,  and  to  prevent  the  introduction  of  all  unnecessary  and 
premature  complaints,  to  meetings  of  business,  it  is  advised,  if  any 
member  shall  have  cause  of  complaint  against  another,  that  it  be 

*  The  Discipline,  page  126,  prescribes,  that  when  a  Frieml  is  relieioiisly  cod- 
c«med  to  make  a  visit  to  the  meeting  of  Friends  beyond  the  limits  of  his  yeariy 
meetings  he  must  obtain  a  certificate  of  the  monthly  meeting  of  which  he  is  a  mem- 
her,  with  the  endorsement  of  his  quarterly  meeting. 
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lentioned  U>  theoveneersy  who  are  to  see  that  the  party  complained 
If  has  been  treated  with  according  to  gospel  ordetf  premoushf 
\  the  caae  being  jreported  to  the  preparative  or  monthly  meeting, 
iid  it  is  desired,  that  in  dealing  with  any  that  it  be  done  with  the 
lirit  of  meekness  and  love,  patiently  endeavouring  to  instruct  and 
Ivise  them." 

Who  was  it,  that,  regardless  of  the  discipline  of  the  society,  by 
lowing  <<  a  remarkable  dislike"  to  a  ministering  Friend,  by  adjourn- 
ig  their  own  meeting  whilst  he  was  attending  in  the  meeting  of  the 
romen-Friends ?  It  was  the  Orthodox  party;  nay,  of  their  minis- 
srs  and  elders,  <Hhe  nursing  fathers  and  mothers  of  the  society." 

Who  first  attempted  to  fabricate  a  creed  to  bind  the  hearts  and 
ODSciences  of  a  people,  professing  to  be  gathered  by  the  spirit  and 
ower  of  the  Lend,  and  to  be  released  by  that  spirit  and  power  from 
be  impositions  and  teachings  of  men,  and  to  be  inspired  with  de- 
;ree8  <<  of  the  same  universal  love  and  good  will  by  which  the  in- 

C 'ration  of  the  Gospel  was  ushered  in?^'  Discipline,  page  1.  The 
tbodox  party.  You  not  only  find  no  warrant  for  a  creed  in  the 
liscipline  of  the  society,  but  its  whole  scope,  letter  and  spirit  ab- 
KNTS  and  repudiates  any  thing  in  the  nature  of  a  creed,  beyond  ^'a 
lelief  ^^  in  the  divinity  of  our  Lord  and  Saviour  Jesus  Christ — the 
Dunediate  revelation  of  the  Holy  Spirit,  and  the  authenticity  of  the 
Scriptures.  Beyond  that  the  discipline  and  the  ancient  fathers  of 
he  society  look  upon  creeds  as  <^  the  impositions  and  teaching  of 
nen."  Yet  the  meeting  for  sufierings,  acting  under  the  guidance 
if  the  Orthodox  party,  in  face  of  the  discipline  of  the  society, 
fhich  prohibits  them  from  meddling  with  any  matter  of  faith  not 
letermined  by  the  yearly  meeting,  (Discipline  54,)  adopted  a  creed 
D  fact  by  their  own,  in  an  unprecedented  manner  recorded  it  on 
heir  minutes,  and  in  this  surreptitious  manner  attemptedrto  intro- 
luce  it  before  the  yearly  meeting;  so  that,  without  being  openly  and 
Hwwingly  sanctioned,  it  might  become  sub  sikntiOy  a  creed  for  the 
ociety.  This  act  of  the  meeting  for  suflTerings  was  a  violation  of 
be  discipline,  for  which  they  and  the  Orthodox  party,  who  urged 
if  are  responsible. 

Again,  I  ask,  who  was  it  that  violated  the  discipline  of  the 
oeiety,  in  attempting  to  extend  the  powers  of  the  meetings  of  minis- 
HTi  and  elders,  to  interfere  with  the  business  of  a  meeting  for  dis- 
ipline?  (pagie  65  of  Discipline.)  It  was  the  preparative  meeting  of 
unisters  and  elders  of  Green  street  monthly  meeting,  2  vol.  £v. 
80.  Who  stretched  forth  a  helping  hand  to  this  attempt  to  inter- 
sre  with  the  business  of  a  meeting  for  discipline?  The  quarterly  meet- 
ig  of  ministers  and  elders  of  Philadelphia,  (lb.  481. )  It  was  the  act 
fthe  Orthodox  party. — Who  urged  and  supported  Leonard  Snowden 
I  his  appeal,  unsanctioned  by  the  discipline,  and  subversive  of  the 
datary  power  of  the  meetings  for  discipline?  It  was  the  same 
ilect  body  of  Orthodox  ministers  and  elders — who  thus  threw  a  fire- 
rand  into  the  society,  which.still  burns  unextinguished — spreadin(|^ 
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its  btneful  licht,  and  kindling  the  flames  of  disorder  and  confusion 
in  all  its  borders. 

The  wise  and  prudent  founders  of  the  discipline  of  this  society, 
entertained  a  laudable  jealousy  of  delegated  power.     They  seen, 
first  to  have  acted  upon  the  great  principle  of  constitutional  con- 
structiony  now  happily  incorporated  in  our  civil  institutions :  that 
all  power  not  delegated,  is  retained  by  the  power  which  originally 
possessed  it   Hence  you  find  that  the  society  had  wisely  guarded  U» 
great  body  from  the  dangers  of  delegating  powers  to  a  select  body, 
and  that  they  have  used  every  precaution  for  the  protection  of  indi- 
viduals, from  its  abuse  or  usui*pation.     They  had  learnt  from  the 
pages  of  history,  the  melancholy,  but  warning  fact.    How  gradually 
and  imperceptibly,  but  how  constantly  power  is  ^'stealing  from  the 
many  to  the  few.'*    Therefore  they  have,  by  the  discipline,  not 
only  prescribed  precisely  the  extent  of  that  power  with  which  these 
select  meetings  should  be  entrusted,  but  they  expressly  prohibit    } 
them  irom  any  interference  with  the  business  of  any  meeting  for 
discipline,  the  great  depositary,  as  well  as  the  guardian  of  the  civil 
and  religious  rights  of  members.     It  is  the  palladium  of  their  right& 
In  meetinss  of  discipline  all  are  equal — the  officers  recognized  by 
the  disciphne  as  acting  therein,  are  looked  upon  as  discharging  8e^ 
vices  for  the  welfare  of  the  society,  and  to  qualify  them,  and  bring 
them  forward  in  the  improvement  of  their  gifts,  for  that  purpose. 
But  the  only  mode  of  depriving  a  member  of  his  rights  or  membe^ 
ship,  is  by  the  judgment  of  his  peers  and  of  the  vicinage;  the 
monthly  meeting  to  which  he  belongs.     Yet  the  Philadelphia  qua^ 
terly  meeting  of  ministers  and  elders,  consisting  of  the  leaders  of 
the  Orthodox  party  did  interfere  with  the  Green  street  meeting,  in 
the  case  of  Leonard  Snowden,  as  you  have  seen,  and  thus  usurping  a 
rieht  prohibited  to  them.     Disorder  and  confusion  enters  its  peace- 
fiiT  borders — ^harmony  and  good  order  is  expelled,  and  finally  it  is 
followed  by  separation.     Was  there  no  violation  of  discipline  here? 
By  whom,  and  who  are  responsible  for  it  ? 

Who  attempted  to  set  up  the  meeting  for  sufierings  as  a  perman- 
ent and  irresponsible  body?  It  was  the  Orthodox  party;  and  yet 
by  the  discipline  they  were  prohibited  from  meddling  with  any 
matter  of  either  faith  or  discipline,  not  previously  determined  by 
the  yearly  meeting.  Thus  this  meeting  is  placed  in  subordination 
to  the  yearly  meeting,  and  we  have  seen  that  the  members  of  it  hold 
their  appointments  at  the  pleasure  of  that  meeting,  and  of  the  respec- 
tive quarterly  meetings,  belonging  to  the  yearly  meeting.  Notwith- 
standing the  plain  provisions  of  the  discipline,  when  the  Southern 
quarterly  meeting,  acting  within  its  disciplinary  orbit,  and  in  accord- 
ance with  the  principle  of  rotation  in  office  which  their  whole  system 
iiNiuIcates,  seasonably  changed  their  representatives  in  that  meeting — 
the  creature  exalts  himself  above  the  Creator,  They  felt  power, 
and  forgot  right  They  had  so  long  been  continued  in  important 
stations,  that  they  forgot  the  power  that  raised  them.     They  set 
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liemselVes  up  as  an  independent  and  perttianenty  and  self-created 
ody.  They  sent  a  committee  to  remonstrate  with  the  Southern 
oirter,  and  finding  that  they  knew  their  rights,  and  knowing,  dare 
laintain  them,  that  they  refused  to  be  cajoled,  or  overawed,  they 
scpelled  the  lawful  members,  and  retained  those  who  had  been  su- 
erseoeOa 

This  was  a  stretch  of  power  that  Caesar  and  Cromwell  would  ap- 
rove,  but  it  was  calculated  to  awaken  the  fears,  and  call  into  action, 
be  conservative  principles  of  the  discipline  and  faith  of  the  peacea- 
le,  and  patient^  and  humble  followers  of  Fox  and  Penn.     Amidst 
heae  oppressive  acts,  which  marked  too  clearly  the  design  of  thq 
)rthodox  to  overturn   the  constitution   of  the  society,  to  grasp 
rftatever  powers  it  parcelled  out,  and  to  usurp  what  they  found  con- 
venient or  necessary  to  rule  it,  the  Friends  remained  true  to  their 
finciples.     They  looked  to  the  yearly  meeting,  in  the  hop^  that  a 
ray  might  open  to  restore  harmony  and  good  order  to  the  society, 
od  that  under  the  influence  of  the  peaceable  spirit  and  wisdom  of 
e0as,^the  discipline  would  be  restored,  and  the  affairs  of  the  society 
rmsacted  with  decency,  forbearance,  and  a  gospel  spirit.  But  the  first 
et  of  the  Orthodox  party  in  that  meeting,  in  forcing  a  clerk  upon  the 
neefing  contrary  to  the  usages  and  against  the  will  of  the  society,  in 
oy  other  body  would  have  provoked  forcible  resistance.     Their 
ndurance  of  this  outrage  and  high-handed  usurpation,  proves  their 
Ight  to  the  name  of  Friends,  and  illustrates,  strongly  and  unde- 
kbly,  the  sincerity  of  their  professions.     Neither  the  discipline 
r  usages  of  the  society  restrained  those  who  had  so  long  engrossed 
ower:  they  were  Lilliputian  cords,  which   could    not  bind   the 
tmigth  of  ambition.     Still,  however,  Friends  did  not  separate.     In 
\m  language  of  their  address,  they,  in  the  true  spirit  of  Quakerism, 
mvened  at  Geeen  street  meeting  house,  <<  to  confer  together  on  the 
ment  unsettled  state  of  the  society  of  Friends,  and  to  consider 
rhat  measures  it  might  be  proper  to  take  in  the  openings  of  truth, 
>  remedy  the  distressing  evil.''    They  waited  until  the  last  act  of 
Uft  party  meeting  which  had  banished  the  restoring  spirit  of  meek- 
ess  and  christian  love,  and  the  gospel  spirit  had  ceased  to  be  ^'the 
[wingand  motive  of  any  of  their  performances."  (See  Discipline, 
5.)     They  saw  that  meeting  governed  by  a  usurping  clerk,  who 
id  become  a  dictator,  and  considered  them  as  entitled  to  no  weight 
r influence  at  all.     They  saw  in  defiance  of  their  opposition  a  com- 
litlee  appointed,  with  inquisitorial  power,  to  visit  the  subordinate 
leetings,  clothed  with  powers  which  would  give  an  ubiquituous  in- 
uence  and  continued  powers  to  the  party  who  had  daringly  over- 
irown  the  discipline,  the  spirit,  and  the  peace  of  the  society.     It 
IS  the  last  act  of  that  party  meeting.     It  had  ceased  to  be  a  yearly 
meeting  of  Friends.     It  had  virtually  expelled  the  majority  by  de- 
ling uiem  all  weight  and  influence  in  the  proceedings  of  the  meet- 
ig.  It  was  evident  that  the  ciip  of  oppression  was  full  tp  overflowing. 
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It  was  mftDifest  that  the  intention  of  that  party  yearly  meeting  wii 
to  carry  on  a  system  which  must  inevitably  prostrate  the  liberties 
and  destroy  the  rights  of  individual  members,  and  subjecting  them 
to  the  supervision  and  inquisition  of  a  committee  unknown  to  Uie 
discipline,  and  if  submitted  to,  carry  down  to  the  subordinate  meet- 
ings the  spirit  of  domination  and  usurpation  which  had  banished 
bwrmouy  and  good  order  from  the  yearly  meeting. 

But  you  find  that  up  to  this  time  no  separation  had  taken  place; 
Friends  assembled  at  the  yearly  meeting  or  not,  as  they  thought  L 
I»t>per,  till  the  meeting  finally  adjourned.     Then,  and  not  till  th^  ~ 
aid  Friends  adopt  the  address;  and.  then  it  was  that  the  Frieodi 
found  it  necessary  to  adopt  some  steps  for  the  restoration  of  the  good 
order  and  harmony  of  the  society.     Even  then,  it  was  not  their  in- 
tention to  rend  their  society  in  twain,  or  put  down  the  meeting  to 
which  they  then  belonged.     These  acts  of  that  party  meetins  were  |e 
a  plain  prostration  of  the  very  letter  and  spirit  of  the  discipline. 
iTo  what  end,  other  than  divisions,  were  all  these  acts  to  come  ? 

Under  these  painful  oppressions  how  did  Friends  act?    They 
adopted  ^' An  address,  not  to  a  party,  but  to  friends  within  the  compass 
of  the  yearly  meeting  at  Philadelphia" — in  which  they  briefly,  aad 
mildly,  and  calmly  set  forth  their  wrongs,  and  say — <<It  is  under  t 
solemn  and  deliberate  view  of  this  painful  state  of  our  a&irs,  that 
we  feel  bound  to  express  to  you,  under  a  settled  conviction  of  mind,  ^ 
that  the  period  has  fully  come,  in  which  we  ought  to  look  towards  , 
making  a  quiet  retreat  from  this  scene  of  confusion,  and  we  therefore   | 
recommend  to  you,  deeply  to  weigh  the  momentous  subject,  and  to   ■ 
adopt  such  a  course  as  truth,  under  solid  and  solemn  deliberation,    | 
may  point  to,^  in  furtherance  of  this  object,  that  our  society  may   | 
again  enjoy  the  free  exercise  of  its  rights  and  privileges.     And  we   | 
think  proper  to  remind  you,  that  we  have  no  new  gospel  to  preach ; 
nor  any  other  foundation  to  lay  than  that  already  laid,  and  proclaim- 
ed by  our  forefathers,  eve«  <  Christ  within,  the  hope  of  Glory' — 
<the  poller  of  God,  and  the  wisdom  of  God.'    Neither  have  we 
any  other  system  of  discipline  to  propose,  than  that  which  we 
already  possess,  believing  that,  whilst  we  sincerely  endeavour  to 
live  and  walk  consistently  with  our  holy  profession,  and  to  adminis- 
ter it  in  the  spirit  of  forbearance  and  love,  it  will  be  found  aofficient 
for  the  government  of  the  church.     And  whilst  we  cherish  a  rea- 
sonable hope  to  see  our  Zion,  under  the  Divine  blessing,  loosen  her- 
self 'from  the  bands  of  her  neck,'  and  put  on  her  strength,  and 
Jerusalem  her    '  beautiful  garments,'  and  our  annual  and  other 
assemblies  again  crowned  with  that  quietude  and  peace  which  be- 
come our  christian  profession ;  we  feel  an  ardent  desire  that  in  all 
oi^r  proceedings  tending  to  this  end,  our  conduct  towards  our  bre- 
thren may, on  every  occasion,  be  marked  with  love  and  forbearance: 
that  when  reviled,  we  bless ;  when  defamed,  we  entreat ;  and  when 
pecaewted^  that,  we  suSer  it^" 

tn  the  conclusion  of  that  address,  they  looked  forward  to  another 
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iendly  meetings  and  adjourned  ta  the  first  second  day  of  the  sixth 
looth  then  iiezty  at  Green  street  meeting  house,  Philadelphia. 

The  objeet  and  intent  of  this  proposed  meeting,  wils  to  build  t^ 
le  falling  fabrics  of  their  institution,  not  to  hasten  their  final  de^ 
tniction.  Restoration,  not  prostration,  was  the  aim  of  Friends. 
Lnd  I  insist,  that  the  further  we  proceed  in  the  evidence  the  more 
learly  we  must  perceive  that  the  Orthodox  party  had  determined 
>  coerce  a  separation.  Friends,  in  seeking  a  quiet  retreat  from  thi^ 
sene  of  confusion,  had  avowed  the  Quaker  principle,  that  when  per^ 
seuted  they  would  sufier  it.  In  the  interim,  between  the  close  of 
lie  yearly,  and  the  time  appointed  for  the  adjourned  meeting  oti 
lie  first  second  day  of  6th  month,  1827,  on  the  7th  day  of  fifth 
•onth,  1827,  the  Philadelphia  quarterly  meeting  struck  the  Ifeist  de^ 
isive  blow  at  the  discipline  of  the  society,  and  consummated  the 
lat  act  of  usurped  power.  They  laid  down  Greeji  street  monthly 
oeeting,  (2  vol.  Ev.  489, 490.) 

Now  let  me  ask,  where  can  be  found  authority  for  this  unpr^ 
edented  act  of  usurpation  and  tyranny  and  arbitrary  power?  It  is 
nt  to  be  found  in  the  discipline.  That  gives  no  such  power.  It 
I  attempted  to  be  supported  on  the  clause  to  be  found  in  the  DiscK 
fine,  pace  31.  <*The  connection  and  subordination  of  our  meet^ 
Bgi  for  discipline  are  thus :  preparative  meetings  are  accountable  t6 
be"  monthly ;  monthly  to  the  quarterly;  and  the  quarterly  to  the 
mrly  meeting.  So,  that  if  the  yearly  meeting  be  at  any  time  dis^  * 
itisfied  with  the  proceedings  of  any  inferior  meeting;  or  a  quar* 
sriy  meeting  with  the  proceedings  of  either  of  its  monthly  meet* 
Bgi;  or  a  monthly  meeting  with  the  proceedings  of  either  of  its 
separative  meetings — such  meeting  or  meetings  ought  with  readi-^ 
mm  and  meekness  to  render  an  account  thereof  when  requtred,^^ 

The  language  of  the  preceding  clause  is  that  of  recommendation 
r  advice,  and  not  command.  It  is  not  a  law — 1  Black.  44,  L^x^ 
M  also  called  a  rule  to  distinguish  it  from  advice,  or  counsel,  which 
re  are  at  liberty  to  follow  or  not,  as  we  see  proper,  and  to  judge 
ipon  the  reasonableness  or  unreasonableness  of  the  thing  advised.^' 
t  cannot  be  supported  upon  that  clause. — Another  clause  has  been 
died  on  as  imparting  this  power — Discipline,  31,  32,  <<lt  is  agreed 
hat  no  quarterly  meeting  be  set  up  or  laid  doum^  without  the  con- 
ent  of  the  yearly  meeting  ;  no  monthly  meeting  without  the  con* 
ent  of  the  quarterly  meeting,  or  any  preparative  or  other  meetings 
sr  business  or  worship,  till  application  to  the  monthly  meeting  is 
aade ;  and,  when  there  approved,  the  consent  of  the  quarterly  meet- 
Mr  be  also  obtained.^' 

It  is  manifest  from  this  clause  that  the  meeting  to  be  set  up  or  laid 
lown,  must  be  the  actor.  To  do  either, their  consent  must  be  obtained; 
rithout  such  consent  they  cannot  be  laid  down.  The  case  which 
•iqiened  is  a  ^  casus  omissus.'^  This  is  also  proved  by  the  disci- 
line  ef  the  society,  which  provides  no  appeal  in  suQh  eases.  It  se^ 
ores  to  an  individual  the  privilege  of  an  afyfMl  ivYieti  ^\ggfteiti^% 
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and  18  it  possible,  (hat  if  the  discipline  contemplated  vesting  tht 
power  in  a  superior  meeting  of  laying  down  an  inferior  meeting 
that  power  which  destroys  at  once  all  right  of  the  individual  mem- 
bers, could  have  been  given  without  appeal.  No  usage,  here  or  in 
England,  can  be  found  to  support  this  high  handed  measure.  If  the 
attempt  should  be  made  to  support  it,  on  that  ground,  no  case  can  be 
found  where  the  consent  of  the  subordinate  meeting  was  not  pre- 
viously obtained.  In  England,  the  discipline  of  the  society  gives 
the  authority  to  a  superior  meeting  to  lay  down  an  inferior  meeting 
but  even  there  the  superior  meeting  has  never  attempted  to  exercise 
auch  a  power  without  the  consent  of  the  inferior  meeting.  The 
fact  of  the  diversity  in  the  disciplines  of  the  yearly  meeting  in  Eng- 
land and  that  of  Philadelphia  on  this  subject,  is  decisive  against  the 
existence  of  such  power  here. 

But  I  contend,  that  the  discipline  of  the  society  restricts  the  sub- 
ordination of  meetings  to  questions  of  discipline,  not  property.— 
As  to  property,  each  meeting  owning  it  is  supreme.  Where  is  to  be 
found  the  provision  in  the  discipline  which  vests  the  right  of 
property  held  by  an  inferior  meeting  in  a  superior  meeting  ?  Yet  give 
to  this  discipline  the  construction  contended  for,  and  trace  the  conse- 
quences. All  the  property  held  by  the  meetings  belonging  to  the 
society  in  New  Jersey,  would  be  subject  to  the  control  of  the  yearly 
meetine  in  Philadelphia.     The  yearly  meeting  might  lay  down  a 

.  quarterly  meeting;  2Lnd^ipso/actOfM  the  subordinate  meetings  would 
cease  to  exist,  and  their  property  would,  in  a  new  fashioned  mode  of 
escheat,  vest  in  the  Philadelphia  yearly  meeting;  nay,  as  the  Ortho- 
dox acknowledge  subordination  to  the  yearly  meeting  in  England, 
if  that  yearly  meeting  would  choose  to  lay  down  the  Philadelphia 
yearly  meeting,  they  would  acquire  all  their  property.  It  is  clear, 
then,  if  this  system  of  laying  down  meetings,  according  to  their  pro- 
portionate rank  or  power,  is  to  be  acknowledged,  it  would  place  all 
the  property  of  the  subordinate  meetings  under  the  action  of  the 

_  yearly  meeting  to  which  they  belonged,  and   its  authority  must 

^  grow  at  length  to  an  extent  the  most  fearful.  Is  it  to  be  supposed, 
that  the  Chesterfield  Friends  ever  intended  that  their  property,  de- 
signed for  their  places  of  worship,  and  the  education  of  their  youth, 

.  sboi^ld  be  placed  under  the  direction  of  Friends  in  Pennsylvania, 
with  the  additional  power  of  the  meetings  of  ministers  and  eiders, 
and  for  sufierings  in  Philadelphia  as  claimed  by  the  Orthodox,  to 
control  the  discipline  of  the  society,  and  by  thai  means  to  cause  the 
monthly  meetings  to  be  laid  down  at  pleasure,  and  divest  them  of 
their  property.  Such  a  construction  is  too  monstrous  to  be  seriously 
pretended.  No  body  of  men  would  ever,  knowingly,  come  into 
such  a  compact,  or  place  themselves  under  such  a  discipline.  All 
history  teaches  the  lesson  that  power  is  corrupting  in  its  operation, 
and  insatiate  in  its  demands.  Give  this  construction  to  the  disci- 
pline, and  the  yearly  meeting  at  Philadelphia  have  a  short  and  suitt- 
maiy  mode  of  diverting  the  property  of  their  Jersey  Friends^  and 
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drawing  it  into  the  absorbing  vortex  of  the  city— abort  would  b* 

the  struggle  of  riglit  against  might — and  "Ihe  spoils  of  victorj'^ 
would  belong  lo  the  vanquished. 

I  liavc  thus  sketched  the  consequences  of  this  constructioD ;  to 
show  that  it  strikes  at  once  at  the  whole  foundations  of  the  society, 
and  would  lead  lo  consequences  which  would  bury,  in  one  common 
ruio,  the  rights  of  conscience,  of  religious  freedom,  and  of  property. 
It  was  time  for  Friends  to  seek  a  quiet  retreat  from  the  scenes  of 
confuBioD  and  disorder  which  it  would  necessarily  create,  and  a  re- 
fb^  from  such  tyranny,  where  they  might  enjpy  their  rights  and 
{invileges. 

I  beg  your  honours  to  mark  the  course  of  thin^  in  the  intenn^ 
diite  time.  Had  the  Orthodox  party  relented  ?  No ;  they  showed 
a  spirit  of  infletibility  as  invariably  the  attribute  of  Orthodoxy  as 
effect  is  of  cause.  The  Orthodox  had  locked  the  doors  of  the  Arch 
street  meeting  house  against  the  living,  and  they  had  closed  the 
ground  of  sepulture  against  the  dead.  Scenes  occurred  of  a  charae> 
ter  too  clearly  demonstrative  of  the  fact,  that  the  line  bad  been  finally 
diawD.  I  will  not  dwell  upon  those  scenes,  nor  give  pain  to  the 
court  by  recurring  to  them  further.  They  are  not  worthy  of  imita- 
tioo,  and  they  stand  as  beacons  to  mark  the  course  of  Orthodoxy, 
Itqnrea  neither  the  rights  of  the  living  or  the  sacred  claims  of  the 
dead.  I  am  fully  borne  out,  therefore,  in  the  assertion  with  which  I 
set  out,  that  up  lo  this  time  Friends  had  not  come  to  a  settled  coa- 
TJctioo  of  miod;  that  the  time  had  fully  come  to  make  a  quiet  re- 
treat  from  this  scene  of  confusion,  and  restore  the  society  to  that 
good  order,  harmony  and  peace,  which  had  been  destroyed  by  the 
■W'BMon,  usurpation,  and  arbitary  proceedings  of  the  Orthodox 

When  a  great  body  of  any  association  find  it  necessary  to  act  upon 
tlu  unalienable  rights  of  man,  they  have  a  right  to  demand  credit 
(ot  the  sincerity  of  the  motives  which  impelled  them  to  the  act 
fbe  meeting  of  Friends  which  assembled  on  the  first  second  day  of 
6th  month,  1827,  addressed  an  epistle  to  Friends  within  the  compass 
of  the  yeariy  meeting,  in  Philadelphia,  in  which,  after  setting  forth 
the  grievances  which  t  have  adverted  to,  they  say  :  "  Friends  have 
riewed  this  state  of  things  with  deep  concern  and  exercise,  patiently 
waiting  in  the  hope,  that  time  and  reflection  would  convince  our. 
brethren  of  the  impropriety  of  such  a  course.  But  hitherto  we 
have  waited  in  vain.  Time  and  opportunity  for  reflection  have  been 
imply  afforded,  but  have  not  produced  these  desirable  results ;  on 
tbe  contrary,  the  spirit  of  discord  and  confusion  has  gained  strength, 
ud  to  us  there  appears  no  way  of  regaining  the  harmony  andtran- 
qnilUty  of  the  bcKly,  but  by  withdrawing  ourselves,  not  from  the 
society  of  Friends,  nor  from  the  exercise  of  its  salutary  discipline, 
but  from  religious  communion  with  those  who  have  introduced  and 
seem  di^ioaed  to  continue  such  disorders  among  us.  They  there- 
fore propose  for  their  coosidention,  the  propriety  and  ex^A.x.wiC'] 


of  holding  a  yearly  meeting  for  Friends  in  unity  witti  m,  roaidhM 
within  the  limits  of  those  quarterly  meetings  heretofore  represenlH 
in  the  yearly  meeting  held  in  Philadelphia  to  appoint  repreaentfr 
tiveSy  to  meet  in  Philadelphia  on  the  third  second  day  in  tentli 
monthy  then  next,  there  to  hold  a  yearly  meeting  of  Friends,  upoi 
the  principles  of  the  early  professors  of  our  name,  and  for  the  sane 
purposes  which  brought  them  together  in  a  religious  capacity,  to  enil 
the  standard  of  truth,  promote  righteousness  and  peace  on  earth,  edi^ 
the  churches,  and  generally  to  attend  to  all  such  concerns  as  relatell 
the  welfare  of  religious  society,  and  the  cause  of  our  holy  B» 
deemer,  who  is  God  over  all,  blessed  for  ever.''  They  adjoumedH 
meet,  again  in  the  tenth  month,  1827;  and  finally  to  the  second 
second  day  of  fourth  month,  1828 ;  and  the  great  majority  of  the 
society  of  Friends  have  continued  to  meet  ever  since,  at  the  wi 
time,  in  Green  street  meeting  house.  During  all  these  tryinf 
times,  the  society  of  Friends  have  steadily  adhered  to  the  disciptiM 
of  the  society  and  the  faith  of  ancient  Friends ;  and  having  shomi 
that  the  Orthodox  party  have  broken  the  discipline  of  our  society 
and  that  we  have  abided  by  it,  I  submit  to  the  court,  that  my  clieiil 
have  not  incurred  legally  or  equitably  a  forfeiture  of  their  rights  11 
members  of  the  society  of  Friends,  upon  the  ground  of  deparCoie 
from  the  discipline  of  the  society. 

I  consider  the  discipline  of  this  society  as  a  contract  entered  into 
by  all  the  members  of  the  society  of  Friends.  If  so,  it  is  a  weK- 
settled  principle  of  law,  that  he  who  first  breaks  it  cannot  enforce 
that  covenant  which  he  has  first  broken  ;  if  this  were  a  covenant  eih 
tered  into  between  two  parties,  would  that  be  a  good  defence  oa 
behalf  of  the  one  covenanting  party  to  show  that  the  other  had  fiiil 
violated  it?  The  party  violating  a  contract  cannot  maintain  an  M* 
tion  on  it  (Comyns,  liUe  Covenant,  letter  F.  2  Pennington'fl 
N.  J.  Reports,  145.)  This,  I  apprehend,  is  a  principle  perfectly 
familiar  to  us  all.  This  principle  is  incorporated  in  the  law  of  i» 
tions,  and  is  of  universal  application.  If  two  independent  powen 
enter  into  a  treaty,  and  one  of  them  is  guilty  of  a  violation,  Ac 
power  so  violating  cannot  insist  on  the  performance  of  the  treaty  bj 
the  other  party,  for  he  is  thereby  released  from  all  obligation  to  fulfil 
it  The  breach  of  a  treaty,  by  one  party,  releases  the  other  from 
its  obligations.  (Vattel,  book  4.  ch.  4.  sec.  54.)  In  Hutchinson'! 
Philosophy,  267,  obligations  are  released  by  the  perfidy  of  the  othei 
parly. 

The  adoption  of  the  discipline  of  the  society  raises  a  covenant  oi 
each  member  to  obey  its  injunctions;  and  if  I  have  shown  that  tht 
Orthodox  party  first  violated  it,  they  cannot  come  into  a  court  o 
equity  to  enforce  a  penalty  or  forfeiture  against  the  other.  Thi 
question,  therefore,  meets  us— who  first  broke  this  discipline  ?  ami 
if  there  be  any  case  in  which  the  principles  I  have  just  stated  eat 
operate,  it  should  be  in  such  a  society  as  this ;  there  is  no  other  re 
niedy  for  oppression,  no  other  protection  from  wrong.    I  mped 
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intislyand  trust  that  I  haVe  shown,  the  compact  which  was  ori- 
iwilly  •otered  into,  was  first  violated  by  the  Orthodox  party  ;  that 
mft  •  mioority,  and  a  lean  minority  of  the  society ,-  relying  on 
piges  which  they  have  not  proved,  and  against  both  the  letter 
k1  spirit  of  the  discipline,  have  endeavoured  to  prostrate  the 
q^ts  of  the  majority  ;  and  that  therefore,  on  the  plain  principles  of 
tttaral  and  civil  law,  they  have  no  right  in  a  court  of  equity  to 
barge  their  adversaries  with  any  breach  of  that  discipline  which 
bey  first  violated.  Up  to  the  period  of  the  yearly  meeting  of  1827, 
•d  during  its  progress,  the  Orthodox  party,  and  they  alone,  were 
gttlty  of  repeated  violations  of  the  discipline,  and,  therefore,  they 
lone  must  be  answerable  for  the  consequences. 

By  the  discipline,  the  preparative  meetings  are  established  by  the 
lembera  themselves,  and  the  consent  of  the  monthly  meeting  to 
Aich  they  belong.  They  are  entirely  independent  in  relation  to 
■alters  of  property.  It  is  there  that  all  the  proceedings  must  ori- 
jaate,  and  be  finally  decided;  no  appeal  is  provided  for  by  the 
naeipline.  It  is  there,  also,  the  rights  of  members  are  to  be  first 
mmed  upon  ;  and  if  that  meeting  forms  a  voluntary  contract  with  a 
■perior  body,  and  that  superior  body  violates  the  bond  or  compact 
■kieh  binds  them  together,  the  superior  meeting  cannot  deprive  the 
iferior  of  their  rights. 

There  is  also  another  point  of  view  in  which  this  subject  may  be 

naidered.  This  society  is  unincorporated;  for  the  Friends  have 
ibrays  been  averse  to  the  adoption  of  any  act  of  incorporation. 
lad  this  fact  proves  not  only  that  the  discipline  rests  upon  the  volun- 
wry  consent  of  the  members,  but  that  they  rest  upon  the  influence  of 
ke  peaceful  spirit  and  wisdom  of  the  great  Head  of  the  church  for 
fti  enforcement.  Had  they  applied  for  an  act  of  incorporation 
i^  must  have  submitted  to  the  dictation  of  the  government,  as  to 
hft  termor  their  union ;  but  they  have  carefully  abstained  from  any 
BMflurb  of  this  description. 

TSas  religious  society  is  a  mere  voluntary  association.  The  rule 
if  bw  is  well  settled;  that  all  unincorporated  societies  are  consider- 
ed in  law,  in  the  nature  of  a  partnership.  3  Vesey  and  Beame's 
kports,  180;  2  Haddock's  Ch.  Reports,  181. 

The  yearly  meeting  of  Philadelphia,  was  originally  formed,  not 
ij  quarterly  meetings  as  such,  but  by  the  monthly  meetings.  The 
BOQthly  roeetines  in  this  country  sprung  from  the  consent  of  the 
ndividual  members  of  the  society  who  emigrated  to  this  country, 
ad  who,  of  their  own  acqord,  and  without  the  authority  or  consent 
{  any  other  body,  set  up  preparative  monthly  meetit^gs.  The  plan 
if  organizing  a  yearly,  was  first  proposed  by  the  monthly  meeting 
if  Burlington,  and  thus  the  first  yearly  meeting  of  Friends  in  Penn- 
ylvania^  Pfew  Jersey,  and  part  of  Delaware  and  Maryland,  was  or- 
jipiaed.  It  was  held  first  at  Burlington,  and  afterwards  alternately 
i  Philadelphia  and  Burlington,  and  finally,  by  the  vote  of  the  ma« 
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jority  was  permanently  fixed  at  Philadelphia.  Preparative  and 
monthly  meetings  were  the  primary  meetings  of  Friends  in  tlw 
country.  The  quarterly  meetings  were  recommended  and  formed 
under  the  auspices  of  the  yearly  meeting.  The  monthly  meetinB 
were  the  original  actors,  and  parties  in  establishing  the  yeai^ 
meeting.  They  were  the  great  actors  in  the  business  of  the  so- 
ciety, and  out  of  their  recommendation  the  quarteriy  meetings  took 
their  rise. 

Now,  the  monthly  meetings,  being  unincorporated,  are  to  be  con- 
sidered as  partners  in  the  voluntary  association  of  the  yearly  meeting 
The  members  of  the  monthly  meetings  in  forming  the  voluntary 
association,  are  also  to  be  considered  as  partners.  May  they  not,  on 
principles  of  law,  voluntarily  withdraw  from  such  association  or 
partnership  ?  They  have  not  parted  with  that  inherent  right  be- 
longing to  all  partners.  The  principle  that  a  partner  for  an  indefi- 
nite period  may  withdraw  and  take  his  property  with  him  at  plea- 
sure, is  well  established.  Gow,  on  Partnership,  275,  Cooper's 
Justinian,  SOI. 

Now,  even  supposing  that  this  was  a  case  in  which  we  had  put  oor 
property  in  common  stock  with  the  yearly  meeting,  we  might  still 
have  withdrawn  from  it,  and  taken  our  property  with  us,  at  our  plea- 
sure. But  this  we  have  never  done ;  we  did  not  put  our  property 
in  common  stock,  or  subject  it  to  the  control  of  the  yearly  meet- 
ing. That  meeting  does  not  even  own  the  meeting  house  in  Arch 
street,  where  the  members  assemble  for  discipline  and  worship^ 
That  property  belongs  to  the  Arch  street  monthly  meeting,  and 
the  yearly  meetings  are,  therefore,  dependant  for  its  use  on  the 
consent  of  the  monthly  meeting  whose  property  it  is.  If  the  yearly 
meeting  was  intended  to  have  a  control  over  the  property  of  meet- 
ings subordinate  indiscipline,  we  should  have  found. yme  traces 
of  such  aright  in  the  evidence  which  has  been  produce^^  |)ut  do 
such  right  of  control  has  been  shown.  *  ^ . 

If,  therefore,  as  I  contend,  the  connection  here  existing  was  to  be 
looked  upon  merely  as  that  which  exists  in  an  unincorporated  com- 
pany, we  have  unquestionably  a  right  to  dissolve  the  connection 
whenever  we  may  think  right,  and  our  property  remains  as  before 
such  connexion  was  formed.  Again,  the  division  of  an  empire  or 
state  creates  no  forfeiture  of  rights  previously  vested.  '  In  support 
of  this,  I  cite  9th  Cranch,  50,  2d  Johnson's  cases,  p.  29,  3d  ib.  109; 
and  7  Coke,  27,  Calvin^s  case. 

The  principle  itself  is  as  old  as  the  common  law ;  it  was  brought 
fropn  England  ;  and  under  our  more  liberal  and  representative  insti- 
tutions, it  has  been  cherished  and  upheld  as  one  of  the  dearest  rights 
which  we  enjoy.  These  monthly  meetings,  then,  were  originally 
independent,  and  they  chose  to  constitute  a  yearly  meeting  with  cer- 
tain specific  limited  powers  ;  and  when  they  who  created  that  meet- 
ing chose  to  withdraw  from  it,  where  is  the  ground  upon  which  it 
shall  be  successfully  maintained  that  their  property  shall  not  be 
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prudence, and  under  a  constitution  so  au.spiciou9  to  the  rights  of  men 
S  that  under  which  we  are  living,  it  cannot  bc' necessary  for  me  to 
well  longer  on  this  view  of  the  case.     If  a  monthly  meeting,  or 

conference  of  the  monthly  meetings  creates  a  yearly  meetinit, 
whatever  powers  arc  not  specifically  delegated  or  given,  are  retain- 
d  i  and  none  beyond  those  which  are  specifically  defined  can  he  ex- 
rcised.  It  is  precisely  ao  where  powers  are  delegated  for  certain 
lurpoBCS,  by  the  great  body  of  the  people.  This  principle  has  be- 
ome  the  settled  law  of  nations,  and  rests  upon  the  law  of  nature. 

Again,  a  change  of  sovereign,  or  of  the  head  of  a  government 
loes  not  produce  a  change  in  the  proprietorship  of  the  soil.  (1 
Vbcaton,  262  ;  8th  Wheaton,  481,  and  6th  Cranch,  198.) 

Id  S  Sergeant  and  Rawle,  543,  it  is  held  that  all  religious  asaocU- 
ioa>  in  this  country  must  be  voluntary  ;  mcmbershtp  is  a  matter  of 
ODsent,  and  consent  ceasing,  the  right  of  control  also  ceases.  In 
^iffendorf,  book,  c.  18.  s.  5,  it  is  said  that  if  two  ancient  members 
I  a  state  voluntarily  separate,  each  must  enjoy  its  right,  or  in  pro-  * 
Mtion  as  they  held  it  before  the  separation  took  place.  And  the 
nort  will  find  another  principle,  the  bearing  of  which  is  important 
Blhis  case,  distinctly  laid  down  in  3d  Dallas'  Rep.  p.  386  :  "That 
spdatures,  under  our  free  constitutions,  springing  from  the  people,, 
•re  no  power  inconsistent  with  the  objects  of  their  creation,"  and  this' 
nociple  will  apply  most  fully  to  the  point  before  us.  The  Ortho- 
line  party  must  demonstrate  that  the  yearly  meeting  had  powers 
eyond  those  which  are  given  by  the  discipline — none  can  be  infer- 
B^  The  law  makes  no  presumption  of  their  existence,  and  they 
uut  also  show  how  and  when  they  were  bestowed.  This,  and  all 
til)  will  be  necessary  to  carry  into  effect  their  present  purpose  of 
■forcing  the  forfeiture.  It  is  plain  that  such  powers,  were  not 
ceessar;  kr  the  purposes  of  the  creation  of  the  yearly  meeting, 
or  was  it  intended  to  clothe  that  meeting  wjth  authority  so  sor- 
re9>e ;  it  was  not  created  in  order  that  it  might  divest  the  mismbers 
r  Ifaia  society  of  their  privileges  and  property,  whenever  caprice, 
Klination,  or  tyranny,  might  sugge.tt  the  measure  ;' but  it  was 
retted  as  a  shield  and  protecUon  to  those  rights  and  privileges  as 
ten  existed. 

To  the  successful  establishment  of  these  principles  every  member 
f  the  court  which  I  have  the  honour  to  address,  holds  his  seat 
Thy  did  our  ancestors  separate  from  Great  Britain?  Was  it  not 
I  the  ground  of  the  abuses  and  usurpations  of  that  government, 
id  its  ceasing  to  secure  the  great  ends  for  which  it  was  created. 
ad  the  principle  which  I  here  advocate  is  incorporated  with  the 
•try  frame  and  sinew  of  our  constitution.  It  perwdes  the  whole  - 
rocture ;  and  influences  all  its  operations. 

In  this  case  we  rest  upon  principles  which  are  interwoven  in  all 

ir  civil  institutions.     They  lay  at  the  foundations  of  our  civil 

irerDmenL     The   Declaration  of  Independence  prodauns,   that 
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governments  derive  their  just  powers  from  the  consent  of  the 
governed — <<  that  whenever  any  form  of  government  becomes  de- 
structive of  these  ends/'  (the  security  of  the -unalienable  rights  of 
man,  among  which  is  life,  libcrty^ancLthe  pursuit  of  happiness,)  **\i 
is  the  right  of  the  people  to  alter  or  abolish  it^  and  to  institute  a  new 
government,  laying  the  foundation  on  such  principles,  or  organizing 
Its  powers  in  such  form  as  to  them  shall  seem  most  likely  to  efiect 
their  safety  and  happiness.'* 

This  same  principle  is  recognized  by  Lock  on  (xovernments,  ch.  19. 
He  says :  **l£  any  nation  is  dissatisfied  with  the  public  administratioD 
of  an  existing*  government,  it  may  apply  the  proper  remedies,  and 
reform  the  government"  Sir  Walter  Scott,  in  his  life  of  Napoleon, 
ch.  4. 204,  says,  <<That  the  right  of  i*edressing  grievances  does  not 
belong  to,  and  is  not  limited  by  any  form  of  government  It  is  t 
right  which  belongs  to  human  nature,  under  all  systems  whatever."  1 
I  have  shown  that  the  grievances  of  which  we  complain  were  real, 
that  here  were  abuses  and  usurpations  of  the  Orthodox  party,  which 
I  destroyed  all  the  blessings  that  the  discipline  or  constitution  of  the 
eociety  was  intended  to  secure.  That  fact  cannot  now  be  questioa- 
^.  It  must  be  taken  as  true,  because  two-thirds  at  least  of  the  so- 
ciety of  Friends  have  subsequently  sanctioned  it ;  and  Vattell  tells 
V  us,  in  book  I.  ch.  3.  s.  31,  That  the  act  of  the  majority,  sanctioning  the 
change  of  government,  must  pass  without  dispute  Such  is  the  do^ 
trine  sanctioned  by  our  involution  ;  it  was  the  act  of  the  majorityi 
and  they  triumphed.  How  then  can  this  principle  be  questioned  in 
tfiis  court 

I  will  trespass  farther  on  the  indulgence  of  the  courts  by  citing 
additional  authorities  to  prove  these  principles. 

I  consider  that  the  late  learned  and  lamented  chief  justice,  in  the 
opinion  which  he  has  given,  has  fallen  into  a  radical  error,  and  that 
finom  the  very  outset  he  has  mistaken  the  true  inquiry  on  which  the 
rights  of  these  parties  depend. 

In  page  20  of  his  opinion,  he  assumes,  <<That  there  is,  however, 
and  there  can  be,  as  is  asserted  and  admitted  by  all,  but  one  ancient 
yearly  meeting,  and  but  one  body  entitled  to  that  appellation,''  and 
further,  he  proceeds,  <<  There  is  and  can  be  but  one  Chesterfield  pre- 

Earative  meeting  of  the  society  of  Friends.  There  is,  and  can  be 
ut  one  yearlv  meeting,  a  preparative  meeting  must  be  connected 
with  the  yearly  meeting  of  Philadelphia,  and  without  such  con- 
nexion, no  assemblage  is  a  preparative  meeting." 

Where  is  the  authority  for  this  proposition  to  be  found  ?  Is  it  in 
the  original  subscription?  I  think  it  will  scarcely  be  discovered 
there?  The  Arch  street  meeting  might  change  its  doctrines;  it 
might  become  Episcopalian  or  Baptist;  and  what  security  would  be 
found  for  the  preservation  of  the  fund  to  those  for  whose  benefit 
h  was  intended,  if  on  aify  such  change  the  property  was  to  be  cai^ 
ried  away  at  the  same  time  ?  It  was  always  intended  that  that  fund 
should  be  governed,  not  by  the  Friends  in  Arch  street,  not  by  the 
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itrly  meetings  but  by  the  meeting  of  Friends  at  CrosswiQk& 
MiiiH[(  is  to  fo  found  in  the  orietnal  con^tution  of  the  society  on  . 
liich  it  can  be  alleged  that  the  fund  was  to  be  continued  and  held 
speodant  on  a  connexion  or  subordination  to  the  Arch  street  me^tr 
ig  ?  If  so,  where  is  such  a  provision  to  be  found  ?  Suppose  there 
id  been  two  meetings  at  Philadelphia,  how  would  the  case  have 
ood  ?  Is  there  anything  by  which  the  Friends  are  prohibited  from 
iving  two  meetings?  where  is  the  house  which  is  commodious 
lOugh  to  hold  the  twenty-six  thousand  members  who  are  attached 
>lhis  society?  Yet  such  is  the  proposition  of  the  chief  justice;  it 
I  the  main  pillar  of  his  argument  throughout,  his  very  polar  star; 
lat  if  we  are  not  attached  to  the  Arch  street  meeting,  we  must,  of 
eeessity,  forfeit  our  rights.  What  then  becomes  of  the  principles 
f  our  Declaration  of  Independence,  of  our  revolution,  of  all  our 
istitutions  of  natural  law,  and  of  municipal  law  ?  I  respectfully 
eoy  his  proposition,  and  call  for  the  authority  on  which  it  rests.  I 
nmbly  insist  that  the  majority  of  the  society  had  the  right,  when 
bey  found  that  the  Arch  street  yearly  meeting  ceased  to  secure  the 
lids  for  which  it  was  instituted,  the  majority  of  the  society  had  the 
i|^t  to  alter  or  abolish  it,  and  institute  a  new  one;  nay,  if  they 
Mmd  that  the  Arch  street  yearly  meeting,  by  abuses  and  usuipa- 
iotti,  destroyed  the  ends  of  its  establishment^  the  majority  of  the  * 
oeiety  bad,  a  right  to  form  a  new  yearly  meeting.  Is  it,  in  this 
oootry,  a  debateable  question,  that  an  association,  formed  by  an 
ninoorporated  society,  may  not  by  the  act  of  the  majority  alter  it  ? 
nbe  intention  of  forming  a  yearly  meeting  was,  that  all  the  mem- 
ers  of  the  society  might  assemble  together.  If  that  end  is  rendered 
nptacticable  by  the  increase  of  the  number  of  members,  may  they 
ot  by  the  act  of  the  majority  provide  a  mean  by  which  that  end 
iqr  be  obtained  ? 

Ag^n,  the  judge  lays  down  another  proposition,  in  which  he  ap- 
ears  equally  incorrect.  He  says,  page  40,  that  we  have  ^<  little  to 
0  with  the  causes  of  division  and  separation,  about  which  so  much 
iS  been  said  mfad  written,  in  the  course  of  this  cause,  or  with  the 
iraion  and  separation,  except,  so  far  as  they  may  operate  on  the 
sgal  existence  of  the  assemblies  of  this  society."  Again,  in  page  41, 
e  MiySy  that  *'it  is  of  little  worth  to  inquire  into  the  plana,  designs, 
r  views  of  individuals,  or  even  the  acts  of  inferior  bodies,  since  these, 
owever  incorrect,  or  hostile,  or  indefensible,  can  have  no  great  influ- 
Dee  on  our  main  pursuit."  Again,  he  says:  ^*  the  only  question  is, 
rhether  the  body  that  claims  to  be  the  true  meeting,  do  meet  at  the 
ine  and  place  at  which  the  Arch  street  meeting  is  accustomed  to  be 
dd."  This  is  surely  sacrificing  the  substance  to  the  shadow;  and 
ibjecting  great  and  established  principles  to  the  control  of  immaterial 
ireumstances;  and  it  is  a  proposition  which  one  could  scarcely  expect 
)  hear  from  a  mind  «so  luminous  and  sound  as  that  of  the  judge,  whose 
pinion  1  cite.  He  however,  I  apprehend,  is  mistaken;  we  are  pot  tp 
e*  guided  in  piatters  so  important  by  mere  accidents  or  l|ifiin|^matt€^^. 
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Where  persons  are  acting  in  a  representative  capacity,  their  time  and 

Slace  may  be  of  the  essence  of  the  meeting;  bilt  even  in  cases  of  this 
escription  the  law  allows  a  latitude  of  discretion.  It  is  a  histori- 
cal fact,  that  during  the  revolutionary  war,  the  legislature,  actinc 
under  the  present  constitution,  adjourned  to  meet  at  Trenton,  and 
at  another  time  actually  met  at  Pittstown.  Yet  the  proceedings  of 
that  meeting  have  never  been  called  in  question,  and  they  were 
never  legitimated  by  a  subsequent  act  of  legislation.  I  think,  also, 
that  a  similar  fact  soon  occurred  in  the  meetings  of  Congress,  duriac 
the  revolution,  and  afterwards,  during  the  late  war,  when  the  capitol 
was  burnt  at  Washington,  the  members,  although  adjourned  to  meet 
at  the  capitol,  met  at  a  different  place.  They  carried  the  objects 
for  which  they  met  into  execution,  considering  the  time  and  place 
immaterial  and  subservient  to  the  great  objects  of  their  convening. 
But  when  the  people  who  hold  the  power,  and  exercise  it  collectively^ 
and  meet  in  their  original  primitive  character,  for  the  great  ends  of 
government, time  and  place  are  immaterial,  and  are  but  as  wax  in  their 
hands  ;  they  can  mould  them  into  whatever  forms  they  please,  to 
suit  the  end  which  they  have  in  view.  In  such  cases  the  act  of  the 
majority  is  the  act  of  the  whole. 

JBut  of  the  Orthodox  party,  who  have  possession  of  the  records  of 
the  yearly  meeting,  I  apprehend  you  will  find  that  they  themselves 
changed  the  time  and  place  of  meeting  against  the  unity  of  the  so- 
ciety, thereby  assuming  the  power  to  close.  I  allude  to  the  Keith 
controversy. 

It  appears  that  the  yearly  meeting  adjourned  to  meet  at  the  house 
of  Thomas  Budd,  in  Burlington.  He  was  a  principal  in  the  Keith 
controversy,  and  took  part  with  Keith.  Did  the  yearly  meeting 
mee^  at  Thomas  Budd's ? — I  presume  not !  Where  did  they  meet? 
Why  are  these  records  not  produced  ?  They  would  disclose  whether 
the  measure  I  allude  to  was  adopted  by  unity,  or  by  majority,  or 
by  what  other  means  it  was  carried.  Doubtless  they  have  good 
reasons  for  not  favouring  us  with  a  view  of  those  proceedings^  But 
when  a  party  called  on  by  notice,  suppresses  evidence  in  their  pos- 
fession,  the  law  presumes  everything  against  them. 

I  maintfiin  that  the  society  of  Friends  in  changing  these  arrange- 
ments, were  acting  in  their  characters  as  possessors  of  the  sovereignty 
of  themselves;  acting  in  their  primitive  character,  and  not  as  dele- 
gates. Had  they  not  a  right  to  do  so  when  they  found  that  the  present 
time  or  place  of  their  meeting  did  not  answer  the  objects  of  the  so- 
ciety ?  If  this  be  so,  the  creature  is  greater  than  the  creator.  They 
had  a  full  and  unlimited  right  to  hold  it  where  they  pleased  unless 
they  were  specially  bound  to  meet  in  one  particular  spot  and  at  one 
particular  period  of  time.  Was  this  change  of  the  time  and  place 
of  the  meeting  of  the  yearly  meeting  sanctioned  by  a  majority  of 
the  society  ?  \Vithout  doubt,  a  large  majority  of  the  yearly  meet- 
ing have  sanctioned  the  separation  which  has  taken  place.  Can 
they  Bojtf  then,  change  the  modes  of  association  ?    They  found  that 
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hb  yetrly  meeting  held  in  Arch  street,  were  guilty  of  abases  and 
■nrpetioDS;  that  majority  found  that  they  were  excluded*  from  the 
RNBroon  rights  of  fellowship^  and  that  a  further  adherence  to,  and 
Mantinoation  of,  that  meeting  would  on  that  account  no  longer  ae- 
somplish,  so  far  as  they  were  concerned,  the  purposes  contemplated 
It  its  organization.  They  were  denied  the  privileges  of  members, 
md  virtually  expelled  by  the  act  of  the  clerk  ;  who,  ceasing  to  be 
be  servant  of  the  meeting,  became  its  dictator,  and  gave  them  no 
iveight  or  influence  at  all.  That  the  meeting  cedsed  to  perform  its 
finietions,  and  ceased  to  be  a  yearly  meeting  of  Friends,  but  became 
a  meeting  of  the  Orthodox  party  only. 

On  what  ground,  therefore,  were  they  precluded  from  establishing 
anRither  meeting,  which  would  answer  the  proper  ends  and  purposes 
of  a  yearly  meeting?  It  became  simply  the  meeting  of  Samuel 
Bettle,  and  those  whom  he  chose  to  consider  entitled  to  weight  and 
iaflaence.  By  the  act  of  the  clerk  its  whole  form  of  government 
Has  changed.  It  ceased  to  be  a  democratic  meeting  of  the  society, 
tnd  became  an  aristocratic  meeting  of  the  select  few.  Friends  made 
aquiet  retreat  from  this  confusion,  where  their  rights  were  destroy- 
ed ;  and  these  being  the  causes  of  their  separation,  the  simple  change 
in  the  time  and  place  of  government  is  not  to  be  weighed  against 
them.  They  did  not  create  a  new  faith,  or  a  new  discipline ;  they 
beM,  in  fact,  the  faith  and  discipline  of  their  forefathers ;  nor  can  the 

a  litest  inference  be  drawn  either  that-  they  have  deserted  the  old 
adopted  a  new  system  of  doctrines,  from  the  mere  fact  that, 
stung  by  oppression  and  injustice,  they  were  compelled  quietly  to 
ntire  to  another  place,  where  they  might  accomplish  the  great  and 
hgitimate  objects  of  a  yearly  meeting.  They  have  avowed  the 
CiMOcn  which  impelled  them  to  a  separation*  They  have  solemnly 
ippealed  to  their  brethren ;  and  they,  by  the  act  of  the  great  majo* 
my,  have  not  only  sanctioned  the  truth  of  -the  avowal,  but  the  act 
ibelC  Beyond  this  the  court  will  not  seek  for  the  causes  of  the  act 
niey  are  to  be  considered  as  true,  until  the  contrary  shall  be  shown. 
Like  the  illustrious  fathenT  of  our  revolution,  they  avowed  the 
causes  of  their  separation,  and  they  did  all  in  their  power  to  explain 
to  their  own  society,  and  to  the  world,  the  true  nature  of  those 
grierances.  And  I  say,  that  it  ^as  full  time  for  men  who  were  ex- 
ehided  from  their  privileges  by  a  self-a{fpointed,  usurping  clerk,  and 
by  the  unrelenting  and  inexorable  tyranny  of  a  few,  to  fly  for  re- 
fii|p  ta  the  unalienable  rights  of  citizens.  I  care  not  what  guise 
tyranny  may  assume  ;  I  care  not  whether  it  rears  its  odious  form  in 
oor  civil  or  religious  institutions  ;  wherever  or  whenever  it  lays  its 
sacrilegious  hand  upon  the  rights  of  man,  the  remedy  is  within  his 
oWn  grasp. 

Who  now  questions  the  truth  of  the  Declaration  of  Independence? 
The  myrmidons  of  power  then  branded  it  as  false,  and  its  authors  as 
fdbebi  disorganizers,  traitors,  and  disturbers  of  the  peace  of  so- 
ciety.    History  has  written  their  eulogy — and  the  decision  of  the 
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majority  of  the  people  put  their  seal  upon  its  truth.  He  carria 
with  him,  through  life,  the  commission  of  his  creator  to  redress  such 
grievances :  God  pronounced  him  free  ;  and  God  approves  and  smiki 
upon  the  effort  by  which  he  would  subdue  the  tyrant  that  seeks  to 
toTftd  his  fetters. 

I  humbly  submit  then,  that  the  judge  erred  in  saying,  that  he  hid 
little  to  do  with  the  causes  of  division  ^nd  separation.  It  is  the 
very  point  in  issue.  Upon  the  truth  of  those  allegations,  if  estfr* 
blished,  rests  our  title  to  preserve  our  rights.  But  the  judge  abo 
errs,  I  apprehend,  in  h!s  view  of  the  power  of  a  clerk  in  the  socie^ 
of  Friends.  He  is  the  mere  servant  of  the  meeting;  may  he  b^ 
come  its  master  ?  The  principle  of  the  society  requires  unity,  to 
sanction  an  act ;  may  he  substitute  for  that  unity  a  minority  ?  No 
usage  can  abrogate  fundamental  principles,  and  destroy  the  whole 
letter  as  well  as  system  of  government  adopted  by  any  society.  It 
is  remarkable,  that  the  discipline  makes  no  distinct  provision  for  the 
appointment  of  a  clerk.  That  appointment,  and  the  manner  of  his 
appointment,  may  rest  on  usage.  It  cannot  make  him  sole  dictator. 
Iq  the  nature  of  things,  he  must  be  the  servant  of  the  meeting,  and 
80  Samuel  Settle  admits  he  is.  Yet  he  presumed  to  act  as  master 
of  it. 

But  what  have  we  to  do  with  all  this  controversy  in  Pennsylva- 
nia ?    We  are  in  New  Jersey,  deciding  upon  the  rights  of  Jersef- 
men ;  and  are  we,  because  the  Friends  in  that  state  form  incorrect  con- 
clusions, to  be  made  the  sufferers?    Are  their  dissensions  to  deprive 
us  of  our  property  ?    Look  at  the  principle  involved  !     That  yearly 
meeting  have  never  had  any  authority  given  them  to  lay  down  the 
meeting  to  which  we  belong !     Can  they  do  indirectly  what  they 
cannot  do  directly  ?    Are  my  clients,  if  they  happen  to  make  a 
dight  mistake,  though  with  every  desire  and  intention  to  do  what  is 
right)  and  adhere  to  the  discipline  and  faith  of  ancient  friends,  are 
they,  I  ask,  to  be,  therefore,  substantially  disowned  and  disfranchised? 
That  meeting  could  not  by  any  act  deprive  them  of  their  property, 
is  admitted  on  all  hands ;  yet,  when  a  schism  arises  in  a  foreign  so- 
ciety, jn  which,  as  far  as  respects  that  schism,  they  do  not  appear  to 
have  had  any  agency,  which  results  in  the  establishment  of  two 
, yearly  meetings  of  the  same  societjr,  professing  the  same  faith  which 
was  always  professed  by  Friends,  and  adhering  to  the  same  disci- 
pline, and  meeting  in  tiie  same  city,  that  schism  works  a  forfei- 
ture of  their  rights.     Yet  such  is  the  conclusion  of  the  learned 
judge.     In  the  present  instance  the  yearly  meeting  consisted,  not  of 
the  citizens  of  New  Jersey,  (for  if  it  had,  there  would  have  been  a 
large  majority  in  favour  of  Friends ;)  the  acts  of  those  foreigners 
pnxiuced  division  in  the  society,  and  a  separation,  and  that  which 
the  yearly  meeting  could  not  do  when  the  united  body  had  assem- 
bled, was  done  by  the  high  handed  and  tyrannical  measures  of  a 
reckless  minority.     And  we  are  to  bear  all  the  evil  consequences 
attendant  on  their  conduct ;  for  such  appears  to  me  the  result  of  Uie 
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loeition  Uken  by  the  judge.  His  argument  seems  to  me  to  assume^ 
lAt  it  is  of  no  importance  what  causes  led  to  the  separation ;  it  is  only 
Eiqaisite  to  show  that  we  do  not  meet  kt  the  time  and  place  of  the 
braer  yearly  meeting,  and  our  fate  is  sealed.  The  causes  of  dissent, 
ir  the  rights  of  the  majority,  are  not  to  be  thrown  at  all  into  the  ba- 
laoee.  These  positions,  thus  assumed,  will  never,  I  think,  receive 
the  sanction  of  this  honourable  court.  Let  us  trace  out  the  cohse- 
fuenees  of  these  positions. 

In  one  monthly  meeting  in  New  Jersey,  it  appears  by  the  evi- 
iince,  that  there  were  only  seven  attached  to  the  Orthodox  party. 
The  overwhelming  majority  of  the  meeting  were  attached  to  Friends. 
A.  petition  was  presented,  purporting  to  be  signed  by  those  seven, 
Id  lay  down  the  monthly  meeting  to  which  they  belonged,  and  to 
he  attached  to^  another  meeting:  one  of  the  seven  was  deaf,  and 
another  was  merely  an  infant;  yet  it  appears  that  all  joined  in  the 
signing  the  petition.  This  was  efifected  under  the  potency  of  the 
yearly  meeting  of  Philadelphia,  and  the  visiting  committee  appointed 
at  the  yearly  meeting  of  1827.  This  is  only  one  of  {he  effects  of 
the  principle  which  you  are  now  called  upon  to  sustain  or  reject 

But  I  proceed.  The  principle,  that  the  time  and  place  of  meeting 
is  essential  to  test  the  validity  of  meeting,  must  be  either  right  or 
wiODgi  for  it  is  scarcely  so  elastic  as  to  work  both  ways.  Look  at 
te  nature  of  these  divisions.  In  one  case,  in  the  evidence  of  the 
proeeedings  in  New  Jersey,  a  clerk  is  vested  with  every  tKing  but 
eauupoteace:  he  makes  meetings  obey  his  will;  and  then,  just  when 
it  anita  its  purposes  or  pleasure,  he  walks  away,  followed  by  the 
Orthodox  party,  who  go  where  they  list  without  adjournment.  In 
iBOther  case,  you  find  a  clerk  already  at  his  post,  when  he  is  asked, 
not  whether  he  has  been  appointed  or  not,  but  whether  he  belongs 
cr  not  to  the  Arch  street  meeting.  Upon  receiving  an  answer,  the 
Orthodox  retreat,  without  clerk  or  adjournment,  and  assemble  at  an- 
other time  and  place  than  that  to  which  the  meeting  was  last  adjourn- 
ed. In  one  case,  time  and  place  are  all  important  considerations;  in 
another,  they  are  matters  of  no  moment 

Was  this  division  in  the  Chesterfield  preparative  meeting  occasioned 
00  account  of  doctrine  or  of  discipline?  The  evidence  proves>tt 
was  in  respect  to  a  matter  of  discipline.  There  were  certain  mem- 
bers present  at  the  monthly  meeting  of  Chesterfield,  who  declared 
their  determination  not  to  stay  whilst  members  belonging  to  the 
Green  street  meeting  in  Philadelphia  should  remain;  and  because 
they  asserted  the  right  of  Friends,  and  refused  to  acknowledge  the 
▼alidity  of  the  act  of  usurpation  committed  in  Philadelphia,  in  laying 
down  Green  street  monthly  meeting,  without  their  consent,  the  Or- 
thodofx  party  got  up  and  walked  away  with  their  clerk.  This  was 
in  the  ninth  montli  of  the  year  1827.  It  was  because  Henry  M* 
Zollickofier,  who  was  a  member  of  Green  street  monthly  meeting, 
admitted  to  enjoy  the  rights  of  membership  secured  to  him  by 
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the  diaeipline.     There  were  also  two  other  meetiogB  in  IS2S,  wlwif 
similar  scenes  were  acted. 

The  separation  in  the  Chesterfield  preparative  meeting,  arose  upoi 
a  question  of  discipline.  It  was  the  act  of  the  Orthodox^  who  left  tk 
great  body  of  the  society,  meeting  at  the  regular  time  and  place  of 
adjournment,  with  the  regular  clerk  at  his  post;  they  had  acted  op 
to  this  period,  under  the  influence,  not  of  wisdom,  ^ut  of  passion,  ml 
with  a  view  to  show  the  extent  of  the  power  which  they  were  wil- 
ling to  arrogate  to  themselves.  But  they  had  grown  wiser  and 
more  cautious.  Having  probably  taken  counsel,  they  met  as  ttsSd^ 
at  the  stated  time  and  place  of  meeting,  and  appeared  to  go  on  ia 
harmony,  until  they  all  at  once  discovered  that  Henry  M.  ZoUickofir 
was  present.  They  then  asked  the  clerk  if  he  submitted  to  the  IB- 
thority  of  the  Arch  street  yearly  meeting  or  not,  and  he  replied  tint 
he  did  not  They  walked  out  and  established  a  new  meeting  of 
their  own. 

Thus  my  clients  were,  by  the  separation  of  the  Orthodox  paitjy' 
in  leaving  them,  and  setting  up  a  new  meeting  within  the  limits  of 
the  existing  Chesterfield  preparative,  held  at  a  dififerent  timeaod 
place,  subjected  to  a  forfeiture  of  their  rights.. 

This  is  the  short  history  of  the  cause  and  manner  of  separation  ia 
the  Chesterfield  preparative  meeting,  to  which  this  fund  in  contrs- 
Yeray  belongs.  The  true  question  to  be  decided  by  the  court  in  thii' 
case,  I  humbly  submit  to  be,  is,  whether  my  clients  are  the  troe 
Chesterfield  preparative  meeting,  to  whom  the  charge  of  this  fund 
was  committed;  and  if  so,  whether  they  are  fulfilling  the  objects  of 
the  trust?  If  they  are,  we  cannot  be  dispossessed  of  it;  nor  can  the 
yearly  meeting  at  Philadelphia^  interfere  in  its  management  or  coo- 
trol.  It  did  not -set  up  this  preparative  meeting,  nor  can  they  lay 
it  down;  and  we  must  remain,  as  to  our  rights  of  property,  whick 
was  not  made  to  depend  on  connexion  with  any  particular  yeariy 
meeting,  unafifected  by  the  dissensions  in  a  foreign  society.  No  wdt 
has  been  committed  by  my  clients,  which  could  by  any  possibility 
take  from  us  our  rights  of  property  or  fellowship  with  the  society. 
My  clients  have  never  been  disowned  as  members,  nor  has  their 
mieeting  been  attempted  to  be  laid  down.  If  then,  they  are  mem* 
hers  of  the  society  of  Friends,  de  /ado,  can  such  consequenees  be 
.thus  indirectly  brought  upon  them  by  the  acts  of  others.  It  is^  I  re- 
spectfully ihsistj  unsupported  by  law,  and  repugnant  to  justice.  The 
principle,  so  unjust,  which  induces  a  forfeiture  of  property,  by  tbe 
acts  of  those  over  whom  my  clients  had  no  control^  will,  I  trus^ 
never  receive  the  sanction  of  this  honourable  court'  In  separalioius 
occasioned  by  unhappy  dissensions,  where  both  parties  profess  to  en- 
tertain the  same  faith  and  discipline  as  formerly  held  before  the  se- 
paration, I  submit  that  the  court  will  not  take  from  the  majority  tbe 
possession  of  a  fund  designed  for  local  purposes,  and  for  ^ucatioo* 

How  can  this  court  decide  the  question  which  is  right  and  which 
18  wrong  in  such  a  case.    A  great  majority  honestly  believe,  that 
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tbey  are  supporting  and  upholding  the  doctrines  and  discipline  of 
ancient  Friends.  Has  this  court  inquisitorial  power?  Will  they 
assume  it?  The  venerable  Chief  Justice  Tilghman,  in  2  Sergeant 
k  Rawie,  543,  says,  ^  that  every  church  has  its  discipline,  but  it  is 
confined  to  spiritual  affairs.  It  operates  on  the  mind  and  con- 
science, without  pretending  to  temporal  authority.^'  In  such  dis- 
putes, the  true,  just,  and  lawful  test,  is  to  award  the  property  to  the 
majority.  This  fund  was  designed  either  for  all,  or  for  the  major 
part:  if  not  for  the  former,  then  for  the  latter;  and  if  it  became  ne- 
cessary or  expedient  for  the  Orthodox  to  separate  themselves  from 
us,  on  questions  of  discipline,  let  them  take  the  consequences  of 
their  own  act  This  principle  of  the  majority  is  congenial  with  our 
republican  institutions — is  sustained  by  the  law  in  analogous  eases, 
and  will  in  this  case  carry  into  effect  the  objects  of  the  trust.  The 
discipline  of  this  society  regards  only  unity,  and  inculcates  it  in  every 
act  It  is  the  corner-stone  of  their  faith.  Unity  cannot  be  ob- 
tained. Shall  the  minority  govern?  Surely  in  the  absence  of  a  rule 
prescribed  by  the  discipline  of  the  society,  we  must  take  the  rule  of 
law.  This  is  the  rule  of  natural  and  municipal  law.  2  Locke  on 
Civil  Gov.  254,  Grotius,  1.  2.  ch.  5.  sec  14,  15,  16,  17.  Pufien- 
dorf,  book  7.  ch.  2.  sec.  15.  2  Rutherford's  Institutes,  p.1 — 18. 
2  Kent's  Com.  236,  498.  1  Black.  478.  1  Woodeson,  498-9. 
Cow.  250,  536.  5  Coke,  66.  Hardress,  49.  7  Sergeant  &  Rawle, 
517,  460.  6  Sergeant  &  Rawle,  170,  506.  3  Vesey  &  Beames, 
155.     Yates,  in  Com.  v.  Eberhy  170. 

A  majority  of  the  parishioners,  with  but  a  minority  of  the  church 
members,  may  elect  a  minister  who  preaches  new  doctrines,  unita- 
rian instead  of  trinitarian,  and  recover  the  property. 

In  3  Paige's  Reports,  296,  Chancellor  Walworth  decided,  that  the 
legal  tribunals  of  the  state  have  no  jurisdiction  over  the  church,  or 
the  members  thereof  as  such»  and  the  ecclesiastical  tribunals  of  the 
church  are  not  authorized  to  interfere  with  the  temporalities  of  a  re- 
ligious society  or  congregation.  ^ 

*^l  confess,"  says  that  learned  jurist,  ^Hhat  I  have  always  entertained 
serious  doubts,  whether  any  civil  tribunal  in  this  state,  could  inter- 
fere to  prevent  the  majority  of  the  corporation  in  a  religious  society 
from  introducing  such  changes  in  the  doctrines  or  modes  of  worship 
io  their  churches,  which  they  might  deem  expedient,  and  which  they 
could  introduce  through  their  trustees,  elected  in  the  manner  pre- 
scribed by  law."  <<  I  am  unwilling,  as  a  civil  judge,  to  decide  upon 
the  correctness  of  the  religious  tenets  of  others,  either  in  matters  of 
faith  or  otherwise.  Neither  am  I  prepared  to  say,  that  it  would  be 
right  or  expedient  to  adopt  Lord  Eldon's  princjple  here,  where  all 
religions  are  not  only  tolerated,  but  are  entitled'to  equal  protection, 
by  the  principles  of  the  constitution.  Upon  Lord  Eldon's  principle^ 
a  society  of  infidels,  who  had  erected  a  temple  to  the  goddess  of 
reason,  could  not  upon  the  conversion  of  nine-tenths  of  the  society 
to  Christianity,  be  permitted  to  hear  the  word  of  life  in  that  qIm^ 
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where  infidelity  and  error  htd  onee  been  taught''  And  upon  ll 
same  principle^  the  newly  created  equity  jurisdiction  in  a  neighbiM 
ing  a^te  might  find  itself  conatrained  to  order  some  of  the  nariflh 
within  ita  limits  to  employ  religious  teachers  who  should  inculcate  tl 
doctrine  of  witchcraft,  as  it  was  taught  in  their  churches  at  t! 
time  of  their  first  organization.  If  courts  are  unwilling  to  | 
those  lengths  they  must  abandon  the  principle,  or  assume  the  f 
sponsibility  of  deciding  for  the  consciences  of  others,  what  are  o 
essential  difierences  of  opinion  in  matters  of  faith,  as  well  as  practic 
And  if  a  majority  of  a  society  of  baptists,  presbjrterians,  or  n 
thodists,  desire  to  change  their  opinions  in  matters  of  faith  or  pn 
tice,  have  they  not  an  eaual  right  to  do  so  ?  I  think  the  leanM 
counsel  will  scarcely  be  anle  to  produce  any  contrary  decision  in  tl 
country  under  the  authority  of  which  such  chains  as  these  are  to  I 

E laced  on  the  hearts  and  consciences  of  men  ?  We  are  not  to  ado 
ere  those  principles  established  by  En^ish  jurists.  There  chun 
and  state  are  closely  united  in  bonds  which  have  hitherto  been  coi 
sidered  almost  indissoluble;  and  where  the  principles  of  their  insi 
tutions  as  well  as  the  policy  of  the  government  alike  demand  th 
they  should  take  cognisSance  of  matters  of  faith  and  practice. 

But  are  we  to  adopt  such  a  rule  as  our  guide,  where  we  hm 
prostrated  that  bond  of  connection,  and  where  church  and  state  a 
separated  by  constitutional  provisions  ?  Afld  there  is  another  difie 
ence  between  our  own  institutions  and  those  of  Great  Britai 
Here  all  rights  proceed  from  tlie  people.  There  they  have  d 
usages  and  precedents  established  by  power  from  time  to  time, 
curtail  the  rights  of  the  people ;  and  all  these  things  are  to  be  tab 
into  consideration.  I  pay  but  little  attention  to  the  decisions 
British  courts  of  judicature  in  cases  of  this  kind.  They  are  behii 
the  age,  and  fettered  by  their  state  policy.  Here  is  a  greAt  ditk 
ence:  we  have  no  statute  expressly  giving  the  coiTrt  jurisdiction 
such  cases;  our  institutions  are  dissimilar;  and  it  appears  to  me^ 
be  the  plain  duty  of  our  courts  to  make  their  decision  harmoni 
with  the  liberal  and  enlightened  provisions  of  our  constitution  ai 
laws  on  the  subject  of  reh'gious  freedom.  But  it  is  said  by  C. 
Ewing,  page  27,  that  the  constitution  of  the  society  makes  no  pr 
vision  for  a  vote,  or  a  decision  on  the  principle  of  numbers,  in  ai 
instance  or  predicament.  It  is  true  that  the  discipline  makes  no  su< 
provision,  for  the  plain  reason,  that  it  looks  to  the  union  which 
produced  by  the  overshadowing  influence  of  the  great  head  of  t! 
church.  But  where  strife  and  contention  enter,  that  influence  c 
hardly  be  said  to  prevail.  This  is  the  case  here.  The  question  th 
meets  us,  in  such  ca^  may  the  clerk  record  the  sense  of  a  minoril 
however  respectable  or  weighty,  as  the  sense  of  the  meeting  ?  I 
sueh  usage  is  established.  On  the  contrary,  he  is  the  servant  of  i 
meeting,  to  gather  its  sense.  If  he  substitutes  his  own  views  in  o 
position  to  the  sense  of  the  meeting,  cannot  this  fraudulent  or  mi 
taken  act  be  corrected  ?   There  ia  nothing  in  the  discipline  whi< 
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the  meeting  to  invest  him  with  such  htgh  responsibility. 
But  they  say  it  is  a  usage  amongst  them;  the  same,  I  presume,  that 
gives  to  the  king  his  prerogative.  Time,  it  would  appear,  has  worn 
away  the  rights  of  the  members  themselves,  and  they  are  attached 
by  a  sort  of  alluvial  right  to  the  clerk  of  their  appointment  But  this 
is  a  false  position;  there  can  be  no  usage  which  shall  overturn  or 
render  ineffectual  a  plain,  and  recognized,  and  well-established  prin- 
ciple. The  discipline  is  in  the  nature  of  a  constitution,  and  it  is 
not  to  be  departed  from,  nor  slighted.  It  would  be  a  usage  directly 
contrary  to  usage;  the  society  do  act  on  the  principle  of  majority — 
the  principle  is  recognized  by  their  committees,  and  prevails  in  matters 
of  property — and  the  very  yearly  meeting  in  Philadelphia  is  fixed 
there  by  the  vote  of  a  majority.  We  all  know  that  in  regard  to  the 
seal  of  a  corporation,  where  the  seal  is  put  to  a  document,  it  is  primd 
facie  evidence  of  the  act  of  the  corporation  ;  but  you  are  entitled  to 
inquire  by  what  authority  the  party  affixed  that  seal?  1  Vesey  & 
Bcames,  244;  6  Serg.  &  Rawle,  12.  And  I  ask,  is  a  clerk  to  pre- 
side and  domineer  over  a  meeting,  whose  mere  appointed  servant  he 
if?  Is  the  inferior  to  become  the  governor?  It  is  a  position  too 
monstrous  to  be  adopted  in  a  court  of  justice. 

I  think  I  have  shown,  that  in  point  of  law  and  of  fact,  Decow  and 
his  party  are  the  true  society  of  Friends,  that  they  are  entitled  to  all 
the  rights,  benefits,  and  advantages  which  they  can  claim  in  that 
opacity;  and  that  the  other  part  of  the  society,  having  departed 
fiom  their  original  faith  and  established  a  new  one,  are  no  longer  to 
be  looked  upon  as  a  portion  of  that  body.  I  am,  nevertheless, 
instructed  to  say  that  it  never  was  the  desire  of  my  clients  to  avail 
QOTBelves  of  the  vantage-ground  which  such  dereliction  might 
aathorize  them  to  claim,  nor  to  bring  upon  them  those  heavy  exac- 
tioDS  and  forfeitures  which  they  have  so  endeavoured  to  heap  upon 
QSk  We  wish  to  act  upon  that  same  principle  by  which  they  who 
created  the  fund  have  always  been  guided.  You  will  find  it  stated 
in  the  testimony,  that  at  one  period  of  time,  an  application  was  made 
by  some  of  the  preparative  meeting  at  Chesterfield,  to  have  the.  fund 
divided  among  the  Chesterfield  preparative  meeting,  and  the  other 
prqMuratives  subsequently  created  out  of  it  The  court  will  remember 
the  evidence  of  Samuel  Craft  in  relation  to  this  fact,  and  the  min- 
isters of  this  preparative  meeting.  The  monthly  meeting  declared 
that  they  had  no  power  to  carry  the  proposition  into  effect;  but  the 
preparative  meeting  itself  took  up  the  matter  for  investigation, 
inhey  found  that  members  who  had  contributed  to  that  fund  had 
become  attached  to  other  preparative  meetings;  they  therefore  de- 
uded  that  the  money  which  had  been  so  contributed  by  them  ought 
to  be  refunded,  and  they  accordingly  did  refund  it  This  shows  the 
principle  of  right  and  equity  which  governed  the  acts  of  that  meet- 
ing; and  exhibits  to  us  how  well  they  act  up  to  that  merciful  provi- 
uoo  which  they  professed  to  cherish  as  the  euide  of  all  their  actions, 
**  Do  unto  others  as  you  would  that  others  should  do  unto  yoti.^' 
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Here^  then,  is  the  standard  by  which  my  clients  are  willing 
governed.     They  have  disclaimed,  by  their  answer,  and  in  the  pre- 
sence of  this  high  and  honourable  tribunal,  they  do,  through  me  as 
their  advocate,  once  again  disclaim,  that  they  have  allowed  any  of 
the  alloying  influences  of  self,  or  of  pecuniary  interest,  to  operate 
upon  them  in  the  course  they  have  adopted.  They  have  endeavoured 
sedulously  to  free  themselves  from  the  imputation  that  tliey  are 
struggling  about  property,  or  that  property  alone  is  the  object  of  this 
appeal.     They  now  again  disavow  so  low  and  abject  a  motive. 
Whatever  may  have  been  the  mistakes  of  their  brethren  who  have 
for  so  long  a  period  assembled  at  the  same  altar  and  bowed  to  the 
same  God,  the  Friends  for  whom  I  appear,  are  willing  to  consider 
those  mistakes  as  originating  simply  in  an  honest  diflference  of  opi- 
nion; and  are  desirous  so  to  accommodate  that  difference  now  in  such 
a  manner  that  its  decision  shall  not  deprive  the  poor  orphans  or  des- 
titute child,  whose  comfort  and  protection  in  life  were  contemplated 
in  its  creation,  of  the  benefits  and  blessings  which  it  was  so  well  cal- 
culated to  bestow  upon  them.     All  we  regret  is,  that  the  Orthodox 
party  have  not  exhibited  a  similar  spirit  of  conciliation  and  benig- 
nity; for  if  they  had  done  so,  the  great,  the  fundamental  and  thrioe 
blessed  principles  of  this  society  would  have  stood  triumphant,  not> 
withstanding  the  danger  and  destruction  which  might  for  a  season 
have  appeared  to  threaten  them.     The  beautiful  and  all-pervading 
influences  of  universal   peace  would  still  have  shed  their  kindly 
blessings  upon  them;  and  wounds  which  are  now  daily  becoming, 
and  for  some  period  at  ieast  must  continue  to  become,  more  deep, 
acute,  and  painful,  would  long  ere  this  have  been  healed. 

But  I  repeat  that  we  have  no  desire  to  drive  matters  to  extremity: 
we  do  not  claim  the  whole  of  this  fund,  although  we  insist  that  on 
legal  principles  we  have  a  right  to  do  so.  We  are  willing  that  our 
cause  should  be  decided  on  the  principles  which  I  have  laid  down 
respecting  corporations,  as  applicable  to  this  instance;  we  are  willing 
to  go  on  the  great  principle  of  the  law  of  nations,  that  when  two 
members  of  a  state  separate,  each  shall  take  its  original  property,  or 
hold  in  proportion  to  their  numbers.  .  And  the  court  are  at  liberty 
to  act  on  this  principle  because  we  have  claimed  no  more.  In  this 
case,  although  your  honours  might  not  take  upon  yourselves  to  de- 
termine either  the  right  or  wrong  of  the  forfeiture  which  is  claimed, 
yet,  as  the  controversy  here  pending  respects  a  sum  of  two  thousand 
dollars,  and  the  whole  is  but  a  little  over  four  thousand,  there  can 
be  no  difficulty  in  awarding  to  us,  as  our  fair  proportion,  the  sum 
which  ia  at  issue  in  these  pleadings.  It  would  still  leave  them  in 
the  possession  of  more  than  their  share  of  the  whole  trust  fund  be- 
longing to  the  Chesterfield  preparative  meeting.  Such  a  simple  re- 
versal of  the  decree  and  dismissal  of  the  bill  would  reach  the  justice 
of  the  case. 

I  feel  that  I  have  trespassed  long  on  the  time  and  attention  of  this 
honorable  court:  and  I  feel  gratefol  for  the  indulgent  patience  and 
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tteotion  which  I  have  received  during  the  whole  progress  of  my 
lotmeted  argament  I  have  now  come  to  a  termination;  not  be- 
MHe  1  have  presented  all  the  views  of  which  this  important  ques- 
ion  is  capable,  and  which  I  was  prepared  to  present  for  the  investi- 
jition  and  consideration  of  the  court;  but  so  much  time  has  been 
ODsamed  in  the  reading  of  books  and  papers  essentially  requisite  to 
e  produced,  that  I  cannot  with  propriety  seek  any  further  in- 
olgence  at  your  hands. 


Friday  (^ftemoon, 
III.  Wood  opened  in  behalf  of  the  defendant 

I  folly  concur  with  the  counsel  on  the  other  side,  in  the  opinion 
le  eipressed  of  the  great  importance  of  this  subject  I  certainly 
joosider  it  one  of  the  most  important  that  could  engage  the  atten- 
ioQ  of  this  court  It  involves  the  consideration  and  adjustment  of 
he  legal  principles  which  must  regulate  the  religious  institutions  of 
he  state.  These  institutions,  whether  methodist,  baptist,  presby* 
erian,  or  episcopalian,  are  coeval  with  the  existence  of  your 
pveniment  They  have  been  the  hand-maids  of  that  government 
D  the  maintenance  of  its  laws,  by  promoting  religion  and  morality^ 
be  basis  of  all  other  law  ;  and.  they  have  dispensed'  their  blessings 
D  varioys  oth^  forms  to  society.  In  settling  the  principle  on  which 
hese  religious  institutions  are  to  be  regulat^,  it  wUl  be  necessary 
or  08  to  examine  them  with  great  caution,  and  in  the  application  of 
hem,  to  pay  minute  attention  to  the  circumstances  of  the  present  case; 
leeaaae  most  important  consequences  are  involved  in  your  decision. 

From  the  time  this  case  was  ripe  for  hearing  in  the  court  below, 
'~  nev^  entertained  a  doubt  of  the  result  Whether  the  chancellor 
lepended  on  his  own  judgment,  or  called  to  his  assistance  tlie  jus- 
itti  of  the  supreme  court,  or  some  of  his  masters,  tolerably  ac- 

C'oted  with  the  principles  of  equity  law,  I  was  perfectly  aware 
that  court  would  have  no  difficulty  in  arriving  at  a  safe  conclu- 
ion.  Can  there  be  any  doub^  here?  The  learned  counsel  has 
efarred  to  Hazard's  Ecclesiastical  Reports,  where,  according  to  his 
riew»  of  the  case  there  reported,  this  principle  is  laid  down,  namely, 
hat  the  court  of  Parliament,  in  deciding  upon  cases,  acts  in  a 
egjUative  as  well  as  judicial  capacity.  He  wished  this  principle 
ipplied  and  acted  upon  here.  This  I  consider  a  dangerous  heresy 
n  the  administration  of  justice.  It  would  launch  us  at  once  on  the 
Mean  of  uncertainty.  It  would  give  this  court  a  dispensing  power, 
ike  that  claimed  by  the  Stuart's,  to  trample  on  the  laws  and  consti- 
ation,  and  administer  justice  as  their  discretion,  or  rather  as  their 
iney  might  dictate.  That  is  not  the  principle  which  regulates  the 
ippeUate  courts  of  this  country.  It  is  not  the  principle  upon  which 
w  juriqprodence  of  that  country  is  administered.  The  British  Par- 
liaaDentf  when  sitting  as  a  courts  feels  itself  bound  ia  its  ad^adicalvoKi 
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by  the  lawi  and  constitution  of  England.    The  members 
court  may  satisfy  themselves  on  this  point,  by  referring  to 
ports  of  their  proceedings ;  for  instance  to  Brown's  Parlitc 
Cases,  or  Dow^s  Cases  in  Parliaoient,  where  you  will  find  Uu 
adhering  strictly  to  ancient  usages  and  precedents. 

The  case  referred  to  by  the  learned  counsel  was  of  a  diflei 
ture.  It  was  a  case  of  divorce.  In  these  cases  Parliament 
strictly  judicial  power,  either  original  or  appellate.  In  all 
proceedings  in  matters  of  divorces,  the  subject  comes  be/ 
court  of  delegates  in  the  last  resort.  The  king  has  a  discre 
power  to  direct  a  commission  of  review,  which,  when  grantee 
the  appellate  court  in  the  last  resort  in  ecclesiastical  causes. 

When  application  for  a  divorce  is  made  to  the  House  of 
the  proceeding  is  partly  of  a  judicial  and  partly  of  a  legislati 
FBCter.  They  take  pains  to  investigate  the  facts  of  the  case 
satic^ed  with  the  evidence,  they  pass  a  bill  of  divorce  which  r 
the  concurrence  of  the  House  of  Commons  to  become  a  law. 
nicb,  no  doubt,  was  the  proceeding  referred  to  by  Lord  Sto^ 
the  ease  cited  by  the  counsel. 

Blackstone,  in  the  Sd  volume  of  his  Commentaries,  pa 
shows  what  is  the  judicial  power  of  the  House  of  Lords.  \V 
appeal  comes  before  them,  they  summon  to  their  aid  the 
judges  of  Westminster.  They  then  take  up  the  case,  and  gii 
the  consideration  its  nature  demands.  It  is  not  by  reference 
oWn  ideas  of  right  and  wrong,  that  disputes  of  this  kind  sho 
decided;  but  by  reference  to  established  laws.  The  property 
kiofldom,  as  is  stated  by  the  learned  author  just  quoted,  d 
on  Uie  decision  of  the  House  of  Lords.  And  the  property  o 
Jersey  is  dependant  on  your  decision  in  the  last  resort 

I  must  enter  a  protest  against  the  principle  laid  down  by  t 
posite  counsel.  Must  we  be  told,  at  this  day,  that  this  court 
right,  in  controversies  between  man  and  man,  or  if  you  plei 
tween  society  and  society,  to  dispense  with  the  established  prii 
of  law,  and  decide  according  to  its  own  abstract  notions  of  ri| 
wrong?  To  seek  for  right  and  wrong  without  reference  to 
standard,  is  to  pursue  an  ignis  faiuas.  It  is  not  even  a  f 
principle.  It  is  the  arbitration  principle,  the  operation  of  wi^ 
been  such  that  it  has  become  proverbial  among  the  people^ ) 
two  men  should  walk  out  together,  and  one  of  them  happen 
his  coat  down,  and  the  other  should  choose  to  claim  it,  and  th 
bitrators  be  appointed  to  determine  to  whom  it  belonged,  the 
bility  is  that  they  would  order  it  to  be  divided  between  the  dai 
I  beg  leave  to  call  the  recollection  of  the  court  to  the  circumi 
under  which  this  decision  was  made  in  the  court  of  chancer 
■  was  a  season  of  pestilence:  the  greatest  scourge  that  ever  a 
the  earth*  A  deep  gloom  overspread  the  land.  That  disting 
judge  to  whom  the  case  was  submitted,  may  be  said  to  have 
the  deeision  with  his  blood.     It  was  the  last  judicial  act  of  hi 
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fhv  did  the  news  of  his  death  spread  a  deeper  gloom  over  the  state 
rNerw  Jeraqr?  Was  It  simply  for  the  loss  of  a  distinguished  indi- 
idnal?  Oo  what  did  the  conviction  that  the  public  had  sustained 
leh  a  loss  rest?  On  the  tact  of  that  judgCy  think  you,  to  decide 
Mitroversies  upon  hi^  own  notions  of  right^  and  wrong;  or  on  the 
let  of  his  deep  research,  his  untiring  industr}',  his  thorough  acquain- 
mce  with  the  laws  of  the  land,  and  his  ability  to  apply  them  aptly 
I  the  cases  brought  before  him?  But  wherein  is  the  advantage  to 
lie  communitv  of  having  such  a  judge,  if,  in  the  last  resort,  cases 
re  to  be  decided  on  vague  notions  of  right  and  wrong,  without  re- 
Bfence  to  established  legal  principles? 

The  learned  counsel  has  said  he  put  little  reliance  on  the  common 
Mr.     Herein  he  differs  from  a  judge  whose  memory  will  always  be  . 
evered  in  New  Jersey — I  mean  Judce  Pennington. 

[Here  Mr.  Wood  read  an  extract  from  the  preface  to  Judge  Pen- 
nigton^s  Treatise  on  Small  Causes,  and  another  passage  commencing 
•page  thirteen  of  the  same  author.] 

I  oo  trust,  that  in  your  decision  upon  this  subject,  which  appeals  /V^ 
io  the  noblest ^paaptasitbfr  of  our  nature,  and  applies  itself  to  the /^/7 
ksrest  interests  man  can  enjoy,  this  court  will  not  act  on  this  delu- 
i?e  idea.  We  must  have  settled  principles  of  property.  Such  prin- 
djpks  must  govern  here,  as  well  as  in  other  tribunals.  If  the  rules  of 
xoperty  are  sported  With  here,  they  will  soon  be  sported  with  by  your 
■nrior  tribunals,  and  finally  be  sported  with  by  your  citizens  at  large. 

The  decision  yon  make  now,  will  have  its  effect  when  you  are  in 
fwr  graves,  i  ou  are  to  settle  principles  which  will  apply  to  a 
mllitade  of  cases.  If  you  a£Srm  the  decision  of  the  court  below, 
pea  nftifv  the  principles  established  in  that  court,  and  applied  to  the 
iMe.  Ii  you  reverse  that  decision,  you  of  course  overturn  those 
liociples,  and  you  determine  that  they  are  not  hereafter  to  regulate 
ihe  religious  institutions  of  your  state. 

Here  it  will  be  proj)er  to  present  to  your  view,  the  precise  state  of 
fee  ease.  It  was  originally,  a  suit  instituted  in  chancery  to  foreclose 
I  bond  and  mortage,  brought  by  Joseph  Hendrickson,  against  the 
lUigor,  Thomas  L.  Shotwell.  Hendrickson  acquired  this  property 
(s  treasurer  of  a  fund,  which  the  society  of  Friends,  at  Crosswicks, 
Mds  in  trust  for  the  education  of  the  children  of  indigent  members 
)f  that  preparative  meeting. 

The  question  has  been  asked,  why  was  this  suit  brought?  The 
iBSwer  is,  because  the  defendant  refused  to  pay  the  amount  due. 
[  do  not  blame  him  for  this  refusal.  He  has  taken  the  proper  course, 
mderthe  circumstances  in  which  he  found  himself.  The  course  of 
Mr.  Hendrickson  has  been  equally  proper.  He  was  treasurer  of  the 
ehool  fund  of  the  preparative  meeting  at  Crosswicks.  There  had 
leeo  a  division  in  the  society.  Two  societies  had  in  fact  been  form- 
d.  The  defendant  refused  to  pay  to  either,  till  it  should  be  legally 
letermined  which  society  was  entitled  to  receive  it  If  Joseph 
SendrieksoD  had  sufiered  this  sum  to  remain  unpaid,  and  the  iutAr 


rest  to  accumulate  till  it  exceeded  the  value  of  the  property  pledgri 
for  its  payment,  he  would  have  rendered  himself  personally  liaUa 

The  defendant  to  this  original  suit,  next  files  a  bill  of  interpleadVi 
by  which  he  brin^  another  party  before  the  court,  namely,  Staej 
Decow.  Thomas  li.  Shotwell,  the  obligor,  claiming  to  be  treasurer, 
calls  on  these  two  parties  each  to  interplead,  in  order  to  show  fi 
whom  the  money  belongs. 

On  what  law  does  Thomas  L.  Shotwell,  claim  to  exhibit  this  bill 
of  interpleader,  in  order  to  settle  this  property,  or  on  what  law  don 
Stacy  Decow,  as.  successor  to  Joseph  Hendrickson,  claim  under  thil 
interpleading  suit,  to  recover  in  equity  the  amount  due  upon  tbil 
mortage  ?  This  is  a  legal  claim — a  claim  on  bond  and  mortpgfe 
The  mere  £gict  of  Hendrickson  filing  a  bill  in  chancery  does  nil 
alter  the  nature  and  character  of  his  title.  He  goes  into  chaocoj 
merely  to  get  rid  of  the  equity  of  redemption.  Hendrickson  had  i 
right,  as  holder  of  the  bond,  to  claim  the  amount  in  a  court  of  jos- 
tice.  If  he  had  died,  his  personal  representatives^  and  not  his  siw- 
cessor  in  office,  could  have  recovered  it  Because,  it  is  a  settled 
principle,  that  where  there  is  no  corporation  the  claim  of  a  succeflsoi 
cannot  be  recognized.     I  refer  to  4th  Bosanquet  &  Puller's  Ba- 

Krts,  p.  34,  in  proof  of  this  proposition.  It  is  only  in  cases  d 
nds  and  mortgages  given  to  corporations  or  quasi  corporatini^ 
that  the  claims  of  successors  are  acknowledged  i)y  law. 

The  ^und  on  which  Stacy  Decow  tries  to  recover  is,  that  thm 
is  a -religious  meeting  of  the  society  of  Friends  entitled  to  tfail 
money  in  a  court  of  equity,  and  that  he  has  been  by  that  meetiq| 
appointed  treasurer  of  the  school  fund,  as  successor  to  Joseph  Hsu- 
drickson.  I  refer  to  his  answer,  contained  in  p.  49  of  vol.  1  of  the 
Depositions,  for  what  he  says  on  this  head  :  <<  And  this  defendant 
insists,  that  he  always  has  continued,  since  his  said  appointment,  and 
now  is,  the  lawful  treasurer  of  the  said  school  fund  :  and,  as  the  so^ 
cessor  of  the  said  Joseph  Hendrickson,  is  lawfully  entitled  to  bafe 
and  receive  all  such  bonds,  obligations,  and  mortgages,  and  the  mo- 
neys due  thereon,  as  ha^  been  taken  for  the  loan  of  any  part  of  said 
fund  in  his  name,  as  treasurer  of  the  said  school  fund,  or  pa3rable  to 
him,  as  such  treasurer,  or  his  successor." 

Here  the  claim  set  up  by  Stacy  Decow  is,  that  there  is  a  prepn- 
tive  meeting  at  Crosswicks,  authorized  to  appoint  a  treasurer  of  Uie 
school  fund,  as  successor  to  Joseph  Hendrickson,  and  that  he,  Stacy 
Decow,  having  been  so  appointed,  has  a  right  to  claim  the  amount 
of  the  bond  and  mortgage. 

To  establish  this  claim  of  Stacy  Decow,  two  things  must  be  made 
out  First,  he  must  prove  that  this  preparative  meeting  which  ap- 
pointed him  such  successor,  is  the  true  preparative  meeting.  And 
next,  that  its  existence  is  of  such  a  character  as  to  entitle  it  to  ap- 
point a  successor  to  the  treasurer  of  the  school  fund,  whose  claim, 
under  this  bond  and  mortgage,  will  be  recognized  by  the  court  The 
burden  of  proof  of  both  these  positions,  rests  on  Stacy  Decow. 
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Allow  me  to  call  the  attention  of  the  court  to  this  part  of  the  sub- 
it;  because  the  learned  counsel  on  the  opposite  side  has  dwelt  on 
It  solhe  length.     He  said  that  Stacy  Decow  was  under  no  neces- 
rto  prove  anything ;  because  he  was  a  defendant  in  the  cause, 
rhe  counsel  here  lost  sight  of  the  true  position  of  his  client     / 
this  cause.     He  does  not  iMM  himself  in  the  character  of  a  de- 
idant,  but  he  comes  here  as  a  claimant  in  an  interpleading  suit 
)  seeks  not  to  d^tnd  himself,  but  to  establish  certain  rights. 
If  the  gentleman  will  read  the  order  by  which  the  parties  inter- 
ad,  he  will  find  that  both  parties  make  up  their  plea  on  this 
Hind.     In  1st  Cowcn's  Reports,  p.  703,  the  principle  is  laid  down 
regard  to  the  bill  of  interpleader ;  that,  <<  it  claims  no  right  in  op- 
Rtion  to  those  claimed  by  the  persons  against  whom  the  bill  is  ex- 
ited, but  only  prays  the  decree  of  the  court  to  decide  between 
i  rights  of  those  persons  for  the  safety  of  the  complainant'' 
In  Dungers  v.  •SngovCj  2d  Vesey's  Chancery  Reports,  p.  310, 
i  same  principle  is  laid,  by  the  lord  chancellor,  thus  :  <<  A  bill  of 
erpleader  is,  where  two  persons  claim  of  a  third  the  same  debt,  or 
I  same  duty.    The  bill  never  suggests  a  case." 
[n  point  of  fact,  Thomas  L.  Shotwell  is  the  defendant     The 
era  are  the  interpleading  claimants,  and  must  establish  their  rights 
ore  they  can  recover  the  money.     This  is  the  view  of  the  sub- 
t  taken  by  chief  justice  Ewing,  as  well  as  by  justice  Drake, 
rhe  counsel  on  the  other  side  has  referred  to  a  memorandum  in  the 
ords  of  the  preparative  meeting,  in  which  it  is  stated  that  certain 
sons  who  bad  removed  out  of  the  bounds  of  that  meeting,  had,  on 
lication,  received  back  the  money  they  had  contribute  to  the 
ool  fund.     If  they  did,  they  had  no  right  to  demand  it     When 
arson  advances  money  to  a  church  or  charitable  institution,  he 
ts  with  all  claim  to  that  money. 

D  a  case  in  Massachusetts,  similar  to  the  present,  the  court  re- 
'ked,  that  the  determination  of  the  question  to  whom  the  property 
mged,  depended  on  the  identity  of  the  church. 
liere  is  not  a  man  in  New  Jersey,  who  believes  that  when  he  ad- 
ees  funds  to  a  church,  he  has  a  right  to  have  his  money  returned, 
lere  is  a  right  in  individuals  to  recover  property  bestowed  as 
has  been,  that  right  cannot  be  determined  in  this  suit  Any  in- 
dual  having  such  a  right,  must  bring  his  action  in  his  individual 
icity.  Stacy  Decow  comes  here  as  treasurer  of  the  school  fund. 
claims  the  money  on  the  ground  that  he  has  been  appointed  to 
office  by  the  true  preparative  meeting. 

*hat  fact  is  denied  by  us,  and  thus  we  come  back  to  the  original 
ition,  '<  which  is  the  true  preparative  meeting.^' 
'be  learned  counsel  has  referred  to  3d  Vesey  &  Beames,  p.  188, 
the  purpose  of  showing  that  the  members  of  a  religious  society 
%  in  certain  cases,  be  regarded  as  a  partnership.  To  say  nothing 
«  on  that  head  at  present,  it  is  sufficient  to  observe  that,  in  that 
\  it  was  maintained  that  a  partnership  existed.     It  was  not  pro- 
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perty  held  by  a  reli^us  society,  nor  was  it  considered  by  the  coart 
to  be  a  case  of  charitable  use:  but  Stacy  Decow  claims  here  astbe 
representative  of  a  body. 

Now  a  preparative  meeting  is  a  body  which  acts  .in  a  colleetiYc 
capacity:  and  it  is  important  to  inquire  what  is  the  law  under  which 
they  or  their  officer  on  their  behalf,  come  here  in  a  ooUective  capaci- 
ty ^  to  claim  this  property. 

The  law  on  which  their  claim  must  rest,  if  it  can  be  sustained  atall, 
is  the  law  of  charitable  uses,  by  which  they,  as  well  as  every  oth» 
religious  institution  in  its  collective  capacity  must  sustain  its  tide  to 
recover  property. 

It  is  proper  to  call  the  attention  of  the  court  to  the  nature  of  the 
law  on  which  this  claim  is  founded,  as  on  it,  the  right  of  property  of 
all  other  religious  societies  must  depend. 

The  case  cited  in  3d  Vesey,  was  that  of  a  benevolent  society, 
which,  as  it  was  not  incorporated,  was  decided  to  be  a  mere  partner- 
ship. The  judge  decided  that  all  he  could  do,  was  to  dissolve  the 
partnership,  and  declare  that  each  individual  should  take  back  hif 
own  share.  Now,  apply  this  principle  to  religious  societies  in  New 
Jersey:  and  it  will  apply,  unless  they  are  corporations,  or  qtumtOT- 
porations,  and  protected  in  equity  in  their  application  to  the  pious 
trasts  and  purposes  for  which  they  were  originally  endowed  and 
founded,  and  they  will  not  last  six  months. 

Unforee  the  principle,  that  the  members  of  each  religions  society 
have  a  right  to  the  property  of  the  society  in  their  individual  capaci- 
ty, and  not  one  of  these  societies  will  last  for  six  months.  Then 
pious  and  benevolent  institutions,  founded  by  the  piety,  the  wisdom, 
and  the  labours  of  your  forefathers,  will  be  destroyed.  The  inquiry 
hereafter  will  be,  not  where  are  your  religious  societies:  but  what 
has  become  of  them. 

Your  religious  institutions  do  not,  however,  exist  in  this  way:  but 
in  courts  of  equity  they  exist  in  their  collective  or  corporate  capacity^ 
and  subject  to  the  purposes  of  their  original  endowments.  I  will 
refer  you  to  the  Sdd  lecti^re  of  Kent's  Commentaries,  where  thii 
doctrine  of  charitable  uses  is  illustrated  and  explained.  The  law  oi 
charitable  uses,  was  introduced  into  the  Roman  empire,  with  the  esti* 
blishment  of  Christianity,  and  thence  it  spread  through  every  countr] 
of  Europe  that  derived  light  and  aid  from  Roman  jurisprudence. 

When  we  consider  that  Christianity  was  introduced  into  Englanc 
at  a  very  early  period,  and  that  at  a  very  early  period  the  Romai 
jurisprudence  was  also  introduced,  and  became  the  basis  of  tho« 
codes  of  law  which  governed  the  court  of  chancery  and  the  ecclesi 
astical  courts,  it  would  have  bfeen  very  extraordinary  if  the  lawoi 
pious  and  charitable  uses  had  not  been  introduced  also  at  an  earl} 
period,  and  had  waited  for  the  parliament  of  Great  Britain  to  call  it 
i»to  action  in  the  seventeenth  century. 
Tha0  was  not  the  case.     It  became  the  law  regulating  charities  ifl 


f^od  long  before  the  ragn  of  Elizabeth)  itnd  was  diapenaed  in 
court  of  chancery. 

n  4th  ReeTca*  Hiatory  of  the  Engliah  Law,  pi^ea  80,  81,  an 
imeration  ia  given  of  the  casea  to  which  the  law  ofcharitable  naea 
tliea. 

n  4th  Reevea,  page  437,  an  abstract  of  the  statute  of  Heury  VIII, 
tinguishing  between  pious  and  superstitious  uses. 
it  waa  in  the  reign  of  Elizabeth  that  the  statute  of  charitable  uaea 
I  passed.  I  will  not  trouble  the  court  with  reading  it  at  lengths 
Bee  it  to  say,  that  after  enumerating  various  abuses  which  had 
pt  into  the  administration  of  charitable  institutions,  it  appoints 
nmiasioners  to  go  through  the  various  counties,  and  inquire  into 
ir  nature  and  extent  It  provides  a  new  and  summary  remedy 
the  removal  of  such  abuses  as  should  be  discovered. 
Phis  statute  of  charitable  uses  did  not  introduce  a  new  principle, 
lid  nothing  else  but  recognize  the  right  of  beneficiaries  to  the  pro- 
uae  of  their  respective  trust  funds,  and  to  apply  a  remedy  in 
sa  where  those  funds  had  been  diverted  from  their  legitimate  pur* 
ea 

doubts  have  been  raised  if  this  doctrine  ofcharitable  uses  applied 
lUin  this  country:  but  the  better  opinion  is,  that  the  statute  of 
nbeth  is  merely  declaratory  of  principles  long  before  recognised. 
■  ia  the  opinion  of  chancellors  kent  and  Cowen. 
A  the  case  of  In^lis  against  the  trustees  of  the  Sailor's  Snue  Har- 
VV  3  Peters'  United  States'  Reports,  page  119,  the  principle  ia 
I  down,  that  in  the  case  of  a  devise  for  the  support  of  aged,  de- 
pid  and  worn  out  sailors,  the  court  would  carry  into  elect  the 
il  against  the  lands  in  possession  of  the  heir. 
0  the  caae  of  the  Jittomey-Oeneral  v.  Person^  3  Men  vale  409, 
d  Eldon  observes,  that  a  devise  for  the  purpose  clearly  expreaaed 
■Mintaining  a  society  of  protestant  dissenters,  would  be  enforced 

Kndently  of  the  statute  of  charitable'usea. 
t  was  an  information  filed  by  the  attomey-generaL  It  wm 
aae  in  which  the  whole  body  oftruatees,  backed  by  a  large 
ority  of  the  congregation,  had  perverted  a  trust  fund  from  the 
port  of  trinitarianism  to  the  support  of  anti-trinitarianiam. 
\  chancellor  aaid  the  fund  must  be  restored  to  its  original  uaea, 
•aid  he  would  do  it  independently  of  the  statute  of  charitable 
k  Under  other  considerations,  the  case  must  have  coine  under 
principles  mentioned  in  3  Vesey  &  Beames.  But  it  being  an 
owaient  of  a  charitable  nature,  it  fell  under  those  principles 
cb  have  from  the  Roman  law  found  their  way  into  all  the  codes 
Eknrope. 

ir  Francis  Moor,  a  distinguished  and  profoiind  lawyer,  was  sp- 
ited by  parliament  to  draft  the  statute  of  charitable  uses.  An 
jQDt  of  this  will  be  found  in  the  preface  to  Duke  on  charitable 
K  He  afterwards  wrote  a  treatiae,  containing  a  full  and  learned 
loaition  of  that  statute,  which  ia  embodied  in  thia  work  of  Duke« 
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One  wodd  mippooe,  that  if  anybody  knew  the  intention  and  object 
of  the  statute  it  would  be  the  person  who  drew  it  up ;  and  in  pages 
154,  and  163,  of  this  work,  you  find  two  cases  stated,  taken  from 
this  exposition  of  the  statute  by  Sir  Francis,  in  which  the  chancellor, 
in  matters  of  charitable  use,  not  embraced  in  the  statute,  decrees  in 
support  of  the  trust,  in  virtue  of  his  general  equity  powers.  These 
cases  collected  by  Uiis  profound  lawyer,  the  author  of  the  statute, 
and  whose  mind  had  been  bent  to  the  investigation  of  the  law  relating 
to  it,  ought  to  be  conclusive  in  regard  to  this  interesting  question. 

The  same  principle  was  maintained  and  adopted  by  chancellor 
Williamson,  in  your  court  of  chancery  in  the  case  of  Ryekman  v. 
Room  J  and  he  enforced  and  carried  into  effect  a  trust  for  the  main- 
tenance of  the  clergymen  of  a  church,  expressly  on  the  ground  of  its 
beirig  a  charitable  use,  and  under  his  general  powers,  a  trust  which 
otherwise  could  not  have  been  enforced. 

The  same  principle  is  adhered  to  in  the  statute  of  New  Jersey  for 
incorporating  religious  societies.  It  is  not,  in  fact,  the  religioos 
societies  which  are  thereby  incorporated ;  but  the  trustees.  The 
religious  societies  exist  under  the  doctrine  of  charitable  uses  brought 
over  by  our  ancestors. 

The  religious  institutions  of  New  Jersey  exist,  in  a  court  of 
equity,  in  a  corporate  capacity.  Whenever  they  are  abused  it  is  the 
business  of  the  court  of  chancery,  and  of  this  court  on  an  appeal,  to 
apply  a  remedy.  Hence  an  information  may  be  exhibited  by  the  at- 
torney-general on  behalf  of  the  government,  in  case  of  a  division  of 
trust  funds  devoted  to  pious  or  charitable  purposes,  to  have  them 
restored  to  their  legitimate  purposes  according  to  the  intention  of  the 
founders :  and  that  was  the  object  of  the  information  in  the  case  in 
3  Merivale.  In  2  Piere  Williams,  page  119,  in  the  case  of  the 
countess  of  Shaflsbury,  it  is  said,  ^<  In  like  manner,  in  the  case  of 
charitVy  the  king,  pro  bono  publicOj  has  an  orginal  right  to  supe^ 
intend  the  care  thereof ;  so  that  abstracted  from  the  statute  of  Eliza- 
beth relating  to  charitable  uses,  and  antecedent  to  it  as  well  as  since, 
it  has  been  every-day's  practice  to  file  informations  in  chancery  in  the 
attorney-general's  name  for  the  establishment  of  charities.'^ 

If  I  am  right  in  this  view  of  the  subject,  we  here  see  the  ground, 
and  the  only  ground  on  whicb  Stacy  Decow  can  come  into  this  court 
and  set  up  his  claim  in  this  interpleading  suit,  and  several  important 
consequences  follow  this  view  of  the  subject  In  the  first  place,  it 
will  be  found  that  the  property  now  in  dispute,  belones,  if  I  may  so 
express  myself,  to  neither  side — neither  to  the  Hicksites  nor  to  the 
Orthodox;  but  it  belongs  to  that  religious  institution  at  CrosswiekSy 
which  started  with  the  government  of  the  country,  and  has  ever 
since  dispensed  its  benefits  and  its  blessings  to  all  the  surrounding 
neighbourhood.  xThe  trustees  have  no  right  to  the  property  of  that 
religious  society.  The  members  have  no  right  to  it  That  property 
was  in  existence  when  the  oldest  men  now  claiming  to  belong  to 
this  religious  meeting  were  puling  in  their  nurses'  arms.     They 
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hive  only  •  lig^t  to  manage,  use  and  enjoy  it,  so  long  as  they  re- 
main menabers  of  the  institution  at  Crosswicks  to  which  it  belongs. 

It  is  no  answer  to  this  argument,  to  say  that  the  trust  fund  in 
qoestiooy  and  perhaps  a  part  of  their  other  property,  have  been 
given  at  a  comparatively  late  period.  All  the  property,  whenever 
accraiiredi  becomes  identified  with  the  destinies  of  the  institution. 

This  presents  the  question  in  a  difierent  light  from  that  in  which 
it  was  brousht  forward  by  the  opposite  counsel.  He  appears  to 
think  that  tne  property  belongs  to  the  members ;  that  a  majority 
can  take  it,  and  do  with  it  what  they  choose ;  that  if  they  cannot 
acree,  they  may,  like  Abraham  and  Lot,  in  the  passage  of  scripture 
mich  has  been  cited,  and  which  is  as  remarkable  for  its  beauty 
and  simplicity  as  for  the  justness  of  the  proposition  advanced  in  it, 
depart,  the  one  to  the  right  and  the  other  to  the  left,  each  party 
taking  their  respective  share  along  with  them.  But  that  man  does 
not  tue  a  correct  view  of  the  subject,  who  supposes  that  members 
of  a  religious  society  have  a  *right  in  this  way  to  part  the  property 
of  the  society  among  themselves.  When  property  belongs  to  indi- / 
vidoals,  they  have  a  right  to  divide  it,  and  to  separate  like  Abrahany^^  >;  ( 
and  Lot  They  may  exhibit  a  Jjiie  in  chancery  for  a  partition ;  wlff^  ( 
if  the  property  is  not  susceptible  of  division,  they  may  procure  ir^- 
deoise  for  a  sale,  and  divide  the  proceeds.  But,  suppose  the  mem« 
bers  of  a  religious  society  should  file  a  bill  for  a  partition  of  their 
diorch  property,  what  would  your  excellency  on  the  wool-Mck, 
whose  special  duty  it  is  as  chancellor  to  protect  trusts,  think  of  such 
i  proceeding  ?  This  property  belongs  to  the  preparative  meeting  at 
CitMSwicks,  and  not  to  the  members  in  their  individual  capacity^ 

My  clients  set  up  no  claim  to  the  property.  It  does  not  belong 
lothem.  As  a  religious  institution,  it  exists,  in  the  language  of 
Lord  Hardwicke, /?ro  banoptibiico.  All  that  they  have  any  claim 
toy  is  •  right  to  use  and  enjoy  the  property  according  to  the  intent 
of  the  founders,  and  the  import  of  the  original  trust  All  that  they 
elaim,  or  that  the  other  side  can  claim,  is  that  they  are  members  c^ 
the  preparative  meeting  at  Crosswicks. 

In  Ukann  v.  Ballei,  reported  in  1  Vernon,  62,  which  was  the 
case  of  a  charity  given  for  the  benefit  of  a  parish,  to  be  dispensed 
in  diflmnt  ways,  Liord  Nottingham  decreed,  that  no  agreement  of 
the  parishioners,  where  several  charities  were  given  for  several  puiv 
posesy  could  alter  them,  or  direct  them  to  other  uses. 

The  question  then  arises,  which  of  the  parties  represent  the  true 
piqwratrve  meeting  ?  To  ascertain  this,  it  will  be  necessary  to  trace 
the  identity  of  the  meeting,  for  it  is  now  divided.  And  both  can- 
not be  the  true  preparative  meeting.  The  meeting  at  Crosswicks 
was  not  established  to  promote  religious  sentiment  or  morality 
merely ;  but  to  promote  them  according  to  the  principles  and  doc- 
trines of  the  society  of  Friends.  The  public  good  was  the  object ; 
and  this  was  the  particular  way  in  which  that  public  good  was  to  be 
promoted. 


396 

Religious  societies  must  have  a  particular  organization,  and  nmt 
have  tribunals  to  which  their  members  are  accountable.  Being 
established  for  the  worship  of  the  Deity,  they  must  have  their  pecu- 
liar views  of  the  Deity  and  his  attributes,  and  of  the  worship  that  is 
due  to  him.  These  furnish  the  criterion  by  which  we  are  to  asee^ 
tain  the  identity  of  the  religious  meeting.  Are  the  fundaroentil 
doctrines  of  the  claimants  the  same  as  they  had  at  first?  Have  they 
essentially  the  same  government  as  at  the  beginning? 

Secondly,  we  must  distinguish  between  the  use  and  managemeat 
of  property  by  the  trustees  or  members,  while  acting  within  the  pide 
of  their  authority  and  jurisdiction,  and  the  abuse  of  that  authority, 
by  violating  the  trust  reposed  in  them.  In  the  former  case  the  ma- 
jority may  control  where  the  majority  principle  prevails.  But  in 
the  case  of  the  abuse  of  the  trust,  it  matters  not  whether  the  majo- 
rity principle  is  adhered  to,  or  whether  age  and  experience  are  sup- 
posed to  govern.  Neither  majority,  nor  minority,  nor  two-thirds, 
nor  age,  nor  religious  experience,  have  a  right  to  abuse  a  trust  A 
court  of  equity  will  take  cognizance  of  their  actions,  and  afford  re- 
dress if  the  trust  is  abused. 

There  is  a  wide  difference  between  religious  societies  and  joiot 
stock  companies.  These  have  a  right  to  break  up  and  divide  the 
property  among  themselves.  But  how  would  this  answer  in  the 
case  of  religious  societies  ?  A  man  never  buys  the  right  of  admis- 
sion as  a  member  to  them.  Where  have  you  ever  heard  of  an  instance 
before,  where  the  members  of  a  religious  society  claimed  the  ri^ 
to  break  up  and  divide  the  property  among  themselves  ?  It  is  pro- 
bable that  not  one  of  the  present  members  of  the  presb3rterian  or 
episcopalian  church,  in  this  city,  contributed  one  cent  to  the  erec- 
tion of  the  house  of  worship.  They  admit  members  from  higher 
motives  than  mere  pecuniary  considerations.  These  churches  have 
stood  for  ages. — They  have  their  grave  yards,  in  which  are  deposited 
the  remains  of  their  members,  Irom  generation  to  generation,  as 
tbey  successively  pass  to  the  tomb — while  the  churches  live  on,  re- 
ceiving new  accessions  to  their  stock  of  members.  Their  object  is 
to  teach  them  how  to  live,  and  to  prepare  tliem  how  to  die.  The 
members  have  a  right  to  withdraw  when  they  choose,  but  they  have 
no  right  to  carry  away  the  property  with  them.  If  they  do  not  like 
the  doctrines  taught  there,  or  the  mode  of  worship,  or  church 
government,  they  have  a  right  to  withdraw,  but  no  right  to  say, 
•*  We  will  break  up  the  church."  The  principles  for  which  I  con- 
tend have  the  effect  of  uniting  religious  freedom,  and  religious  pro- 
tection. These  principles  are  absolutely  necessary  for  the  preserva- 
tion of  your  religious  institutions.  How  are  they  established  in  this 
country  ?  By  private  individuals.  If  a  man,  or  a  set  of  men,  are 
inclined  to  dispose  of  their  property  charitably,  they  endow,  for  in- 
stance, an  episcopalian  church,  or  a  methodist  church.  Wogld  they 
endow  either,  if  the  money,  thus  devoted  by  them  as  their  con* 
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mmm  dieMesi  may  go  to  support  another  kind  of  feith  than  tint 
■^  approT'o  of? 

The  kamod  counael  has  impeached  the  motive  of  my  dientSi  in 
ringing  the  original  suit  It  is  avarice^  he  says,  that  actuates  them. 
Phey  are  greedy  for  property.  But,  I  reply,  they  seek  no  property, 
rkey  are  incurring  great  expense.  They  will  acquire  no  pro- 
lerty  if  they  gain  the  suit  They  are  influenced  by  higher  mo- 
ifes.  They  are  devoting  their  time,  their  labour,  their  talents, 
iiid  their  purses,  not  to  the  acquisition  of  property  for  themselves, 
nt  to  the  nobler  purpose  of  reclaiming  these  funds,  and  causing 
!bem  to  be  devoted  to  the  great  and  important  religious  trusts  for 
riiich  they  were  originally  intended.  I  trust  we  shall  be  able  to 
tew  that  they  hold  the  original  doctrines  and  discipline  of  the 
Keiety  of  Friends ;  and  that  the  opposite  party  have  violated  both. 

This  I  shall  prove  in  the  order  taken  up  by  the  opposite  counsel: 
Smt,  in  relation  to  doctrines;  second,  in  relation  to  discipline. 

As  I  proceed,  it  will  appear  that  there  is  a  radical  difference  of  re- 
Egiain  sentiment  in  the  two  parties:  that  this  is  the  main  cause  of 
the  division  between  them,  and  that  in  consequence  of  this  diflferenee 
is  religious  sentiment,  the  opposite  party  set  up  a  new  government, 

ritely  organized, 
the  original  bill,  and  in  our  answer  to  the  bill  of  interpleader, 
nehave  shown  the  grounds  on  which  Joseph  Hendriekson  claims 
tba  property.  The  court  will  discover  that  the  doctrines  therein 
ttt  lorUi,  are  those  on  which  the  religious  world  has  long  been 
divided.  They  relate  to  the  subject  of  the  divinity  of  our  Saviour,  the 
Hooement,  or  propitiation,  and  the  inspiration  of  the  scriptures. 

It  is  alleged  by  my  clients,  that  the  opposite  views  have  gradually 
ifnady  till  they  produced  a  division  in  the  society.  My  object  is 
la  show  that  we  maintain  the  doctrines  of  ancient  Friends,  and  that 
the  opposite  party  entertain  unitarian  or  socinian  doctrines. 

It  is  not  necessary  for  us  to  inquire  whether  the  opposite  party 
Md  principles  which  we  consider  wrong  in  the  abstract  All  that 
ii  aeoeasary  is,  to  inquire  whether  they  hold  principles  which  have 
always  been  a  ground  of  disownment  in  this  society.  The  property 
Most  belong  to  the  religious  institution  which  existed  before  the 
eootroversy  arose.  All  that  the  parties  can  claim,  is,  to  use,  manage 
lad  control  the  property  for  the  time  being.  The  legitimate  inquiry, 
ditcefore,  is  not  which  party,  as  members,  shall  have  power  to  ma- 
aaoe  this  property,  but  which  represents  the  true  church. 

It  is  hm  necessary  to  call  the  attention  of  the  court  to  the  doc- 
trines, as  stated  in  the  pleadings.  They  will  be  found  in  page  30  of 
the  1st  volume  of  Depositions. 

<<  In  the  first  place,  although  the  society  of  Friends  have  seldom 
made  use  of  the  word  trinity,  yet  they  believe  in  the  existence  of 
the  Father,  the  Son  or  W\>rd,  and  the  Holy  Spirit  That  the  Son 
WIS  God^  and  became  flesh — that  there  is  one  Ood  and  Father^  of 


whom  are  all  things — that  there  is  one  Lord  Jesus  Christ,  by  wIknd 
all  things  were  inade>  who  was  glorified  with  the  Father  before  d» 
world  began,  who  is  God  over  all,  blessed  for  ever— that  there  is  one 
Holy  Spirit,  the  promise  of  the  Father  and  the  Son,  the  leader,  and 
sanctifier,  and  comforter  of  his  people,  and  that  these  three  are  oae^ 
the  Father,  the  Word,  and  Spirit — that  the  principal  difference  b»> 
tween  the  people  called  Quakers,  and  other  protestant  trinitariia 
sects,  in  regard  to  the  doctrine  of  the  trinity,  is,  that  the  latter  at* 
tach  the  idea  of  individual  personage  to  the  three,  as  what  they  con- 
sider a  fair  logical  inference  from  the  doctrines  expressly  laid  down 
in  the  holy  scriptures.  The  people  called  Quakers,  on  the  other 
hand,  considering  it  a  mystery  beyond  finite  human  conception,  tako 
up  the  doctrine  as  expressly  laid  down  in  the  scripture,  and  have  not 
considered  themselves  as  warranted  in  making  deductions,  however 
specious. 

^  In  tlie  second  place,  the  people  called  Quakers  have  always  be- 
lieved in  the  doctrine  of  the  atonement:  that  the  divine  and  human 
nature  of  Jesus  Christ  the  Saviour  were  united;  that  thus  united,  he 
suffered,  and  that  through  his  sufferings,  death,  and  resurrecUon,  he 
atoned  for  the  sins  of  men.  That  the  Son  of  God,  in  the  fulness  of 
time,  took  flesh,  became  perfect  man,  according  to  the  flesh,  de- 
scended and  came  of  the  seed  of  Abraham  and  David:  that  being 
with  Grod  from  all  eternity,  being  himself  God,  and  also  in  time 
partaking  of  the  nature  of  man,  through  him  is  the  gpodneas  and  love 
of  Gk)d  conveyed  to  mankind;  and  that  by  him  again  man  receiveth 
and  partaketh  of  these  mercies:  that  Christ  took  upon  him  the  seed 
of  Abraham,  and  his  holy  body  and  blood  was  an  offering  and  a  sa- 
crifice for  the  sins  of  the  whole  world. 

*<In  the  third  place,  the  people  called  the  Quakers  believe,  that  the 
scriptures  are  given  by  inspiration,  and  when  rightly  interpreted  are 
unerring  guides;  and  to  use  the  language  adopted  by  them,  they  are 
able  to  make  wise  unto  salvation,  through  faith  which  is  in  Jeaua 
Christ  They  believe  that  the  spirit  still  operates  upon  the  souls  of 
men,  and  when  it  does  really  and  truly  so  operate,  it  furnishes  the 
primary  rule  of  faith.  That  the  scriptures  proceeding  from  it,  must 
oe  secondary  in  reference  to  this  primary  source  whence  they  pro- 
ceed; but  inasmuch  as  the  dictates  of  the  spirit  are  always  true  and 
uniform,  all  ideas  and  views  which  any  person  may  entertain  repug- 
nant to  the  doctrines  of  the  scriptures,  which  are  unerring,  must  pro- 
ceed from  false  lights.  That  such  are  the  doctrines  entertained  and 
adopted  by  the  ancient  society  of  Friends,  and  that  the  same  doc- 
trines are  still  entertained  by  the  Orthodox  party  aforesaid,  to  which 
party  this  defendant  belongs.  That  these  doctrines  are  with  the  said  re- 
ligioussociety  fundamental,  and  any  individual  entertaining  sentiments 
and  opinions  contrary  to  all  or  any  of  the  above  mentioned  doctrioea^ 
is  held  not  to  be  in  the  same  faith  witli  the  society  of  Friends,  or  peo- 
ple called  Quakers,  and  is  treated  accordingly." 

The  court  will  observe,  tliat  though  these  three  doctrines  are  stated 


irerally  and  distinctly,  yet  there  is  an  inseparable  connectioi}  be- 
ffcen  ihem.  None  who  reject  the  divinity  of  the  Saviour,  can  be- 
leve  in  the  atonement;  and  those  who  reject  these  two  doctrinea, 
nust  likewise  reject  the  plenary  inspiration  of  the  Scriptures.  For 
hese  doctrines  of  the  divinity  of  the  Saviour,  and  of  the  atonement, 
ire  stated  in  the  Scriptures  in  explicit  terms,  and  therefore,  to  get 
id  of  them,  men  must  get  rid  of  the  inspiration  of  the  Scriptures, 
ind  consider  them  the  olfsprine  of  human  invention  and  exerttoRK 
They  must  niiike  them  fallible  like  other  writings. 

Those  ivho  deny  the  one,  deny  the  other.  They  are  important 
ioctrines  in  the  christian  system.  The  idea  of  a  religious  society 
leing  instituted  without  any  reference  to  their  doctrines,  and  with- 
nt  requiring  a  belief  or  disbelief  in  Ihem,  is  altogether  visionary. 

These  doctrineis  are,  in  theanswer  of  Hemlrickaon,  stated  subMatii- 
idly  in  Scripture  language:  though  not  exactly  in  Scripture  language, 
ecause,  being  stated  in  connexion,  the  diction  must  necessarily  vary 
iDm  the  language  of  the  New  Testament,  where  they  are  stated  in 
leuched  passages.  The  society  of  Friends  use  Scripture  language: 
ut  do  not  object  to  the  occasional  use  of  other  language. 

They  are  opposed  however  to  mere  human  inferences,  and  to  ad- 
ing,  by  the  exercise  of  our, reasoning  fjculticn,  to  the  ideas  and 
Dctrines  clearly  expressed  and  laid  down  in  the  Scriptures.  They 
xmld  not  take  one  jot  or  one  tittle  from  llie  sacred  writings.  They 
Imit  their  divine  original.  Hut  it  is  no  where  said  in  the  Scrip- 
ns  tl»at  there  are  three  persons  in  one  God. 

If  any  jjerson  draws  the  inference  that  the  three  that  bear  record 

heaven  arc  three  persons,  lot  him  do  so.  The  society  of  Friends 
>  not  think  tliemsetves  warranted  in  drawing  such  inference* 
To  show  the  views  of  Friends  on  this  point,  1  refer  to  Penn's 
arka,  vol.  ii.  p.  783,  The  passage  is  in  a  work  entitled,  A  Key, 
lening  the  way  to  distinguishing  between  the  Quaker's  religion 
id  the  perversions  of  iL 

'"Perversion  9th.  The  Quakers  deny  the  trinity. 
*"  Principle. — Nothing  less.  They  believe  in  the  holy  three  or 
inity  of  Father,  Word,  and  Spirit,  according  to  Scripture  ;  and  that 
eae  three  are  truly  and  properly  one :  of  one  nature  as  well  as  will. 
at  they  are  very  tender  of  quitting  Scripture  terms  and  phrases 
r  schoolmen's;  such  as  distinct  and  separate  |>erson5  and  sultsistencen, 
5.  are ;  from  whence  people  are  apt  to  enlertain  gross  ideas  and  no- 
MiBof  the  Father,  Son,  and  Holy  Ghost.'" — Penn's  Works,  vol. 

0.783.-1092. 

The  learned  counsel  on  the  otiier  side  has  been  pleased  to  say,  that 
IB  object  of  my  clients  in  making  such  declarations  of  their  belief, 
U  to  obtain  the  sympathy  of  other  trinitai'ian  sects.  And  he  has 
iferred  to  a  pas,sage  in  Adams'  View  of  all  Religions,  wherein  an  ex- 
ict  is  given  from  Chillingworlh ;  in  which  it  is  stated  that  trinita- 
■ns  believe  in  the  idea  of  three  persons  in  one  God.  It  may  be 
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ijpiefltioned  however,  whether  the  author  meant  to  attach  much  im- 
portance to  the  epithet /y^r^n^. 

I  will  refer  the  court  to  the  toleration  act,  in  which  a  line  of  dii* 
tinction  was  drawn  between  socinians  and  unitarians.  This  act  wis 
passed  in  the  reign  of  William  and  Mary,  at  a  time  when  socinianism 
was  gaining  some  ground  in  the  kingdom;  To  enjoy  the  benefit  of 
ity  the  different  sects  of  christians  were  required  to  sign  a  declaralioo, 
which  was  regarded  as  a  test  of  orthodoxy.  Those  coming  in  aod 
subscribing  this  declaration  under  oath,  were  deemed  to  be  triaitar 
nans,  as  we  learn  from  Smollet's  history,  vol.  v.  p.  14. 

<<  The  same  indulgence  was  extended  to  anabaptists,  and  even  to 
Quakers,  pn  their  solemn  promise,  before  God,  to  be  faithful  to  the 
king  and  queen,  and  their  assenting  by  profession  and  asseveration  to 
those  articles  which  the  others  ratified  upon  oath.  They  were  likewise 
required  to  profess  their  belief  in  the  trinity  and  the  Holy  Scrip- 
turea." 

There  were  some  difficulties  at  first  in  admitting  the  society  of 
Friends  to  the  benefit  of  this  act,  owing  to  their  being  required  to 
take  an  oath :  but  these  difficulties  were  removed  in  the  next  year, 
by  an  act  dispensing  with  the  oath  in  their  favour,  and  allowing 
them  to  take  a  solemn  affirmation,  after  which  they  came  in,  and 
enjoyed  the  benefit  of  this  toleration  act,  as  a  trinitarian  society  of 
ebristians. 

The  learned  counsel  has  objected  to  the  declaration  of  their  faith 
as  set  forth  in  the  answer  Of  Hendrickson,  as  being  a  creed :  and 
remarks  that  this  has  always  been  reprobated  by  the  society  of 
Friends,  that  they  have  always  objected  to  creeds. 

Is  there  one  word  about  creeds  in  this  declaration  of  their  faith? 
Do  they  call  it  a  creed  ?  Is  it  anything  more  than  a  plain,  simple 
statement  of  their  view  of  the  religious  faith  of  Friends  ?  What  is 
a  creed  ?  An  invidious  term,  I  admit,  if  applied  as  it  often  is  ap* 
plied  by  theologians  to  formularies  of  faith,  which  men  are  required 
Jto  receive  and  adopt,  or  submit  to  temporal  penalties.  In  the  sense 
in  which  the  word  creed  is  used  by  certain  societies,  particularly  the 
Roman  catholics,  in  former  times,  Friends  have  objected  to  the 
term  :  but  not  as  signifying  a  mere  declaration  of  faith. — Whenever 
creeds  are  objected  to  in  the  writings  of  ancient  Friends,  the  word 
will  be  found  to  be  used  in  this  obnoxious  sense,  in  which  all  chris- 
tians in  the  present  day  will  condemn  it  The  gentleman  admits 
that  Friends  entertain  a  belief  in  certain  fundamental  principles— 
that  they  regard,  for  instance,  the  divine  light  within  as  a  guide— 
and  what  is  that  but  a  creed  ?  This  declaration  of  their  faith  in  the 
answer  of  Hendrickson,  is  of  the  same  character ;  and  all  the  ob- 
jection to  it  on  the  ground  of  its  being  a  creed  is  mere  pretence,  is 
mere  evasion,  in  order  to  get  rid  of  the  subject. 

Another  objection  of  the  learned  counsel  is,  that  this  declaration 
of  their  faith  is  not  in  Scripture  language.  It  is  not  necessary  it 
should  be.     Do  they  themselves  use  Scripture  language  when  speak- 
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q;  of  the  divine  light  within  ?  This  is  but  another  pretence.  There 
I  not  a  sentence^  however,  in  the  statement  of  Joseph  Hendrickaon^ 
iferriog  to  these  three  grand  doctrines,  which  is  not  expressed  sub- 
antially  in  Scripture  language. 

{Here  the  statement  of  IVlr.  Hendrickson  was  read,  and  Mr.  D. 
^  Smith  read  a  paper  containing  the  following  quotations  from 
cripture :] 

There  are  three  that  bear  record  in  heaven,  the  Father,  the  Word, 
id  the  Holy  Ghost,  and  these  three  are  one.     1  John  v.  7. 
Go  ye,  therefore,  and  teach  all  nations,  baptizing  them   in  the 
ime  of  the  Father,  and  of  the  Son,  and  of  the  Holy  Ghost.     Matt 
Eviii.  19. 

In  the  beginning  was  the  Word,  and  the  Word  was  with  God, 
id  the  Word  was  God.     John  i.  1. 

And  the  fFord  was  made  flesh,  and  dwelt  among  us,  and  we  be- 
M  his  glory,  the  glory  as  of  the  only  begotten  of  the  Father,  full 
*  grace  and  truth.     John  i.  14. 

To  us  there  is  but  one  God  the  Father,  of  whom  are  all  things, 
id  we  are  in  him,  and  one  Lord  Jesus  Christ,  by  whom  are  all 
ings,  and  we  by  him.     1  Cor.  viii.  6. 
For  by  him  taere  all  things  created.     Col.  i.  16. 
Glorify  thou  me,  with  thine  own  self,  with  the  glory  which  I  had 
ith  thee  before  the  world  was.     John  xvii.  5. 
Whose  are  the  fathers,  and  of  whom   as  concerning  the  flesh, 
lirist  came,  who  is  over  all  God,  blessed  for  ever.     Rom.  ix.  5. 
And  I  will  pray  the  Father,  and  he  shall  give  you  another  com- 
rter,  that  he  may  abide  with  you  forever,  even  the  Spirit  of  truth, 
hn  xiv.  16, 17.     But  when  the  Comforter  is  come,  whom  I  will 
ad  unto  you  from  the  Father,  even  the  Spirit  of  truth,  which  pro- 
adeth  from  the  Father,  he  shall  testify  of  me.  John  xv.  26.     How- 
ity  when  he,  the  Spirit  of  truth,  is  come,  he  will  guide  you  into  all 
Ith :  for  he  shall  not  speak  of  himself,  but  whatsoever  he  shall 
ar,  that  shall  he  speak,  and  he  will  show  you  things  to  come.     He 
ail  glorify  me ;  for  he  shall  receive  of  mine,  and  show  it  unto  you. 
•bn  xvi.  13.  14. 

But  ye  are  washed,  but  ye  are  sanctified,  but  ye  are  justified,  in 
e  name  of  our  Lord  Jesus,  and  by  the  Spirit  of  our  God.  1  Cor. 
.  11. 

Pear  not,  for  behold,  I  bring  you  good  tidings  of  great  joy^  which 
all  be  to  all  people ;  for  unto  you  is  born  this  day,  in  the  city  of 
lirid,  a  Saviour,  which  is  Christ  the  Lord.  Luke  ii.  10. 11. 
Who  being  in  the  form  of  God,  thought  it  not  robbery  to  be  equal 
ith  God ;  but  made  himself  of  no  reputation,  and  took  upon  him 
e  form  of  a  servant,  and  was  made  in  the  likeness  of  man,  and 
dng  found  in  fashion  as  a  man,  he  humbled  himself,  and  became 
)edient  unto  death,  even  the  death  of  the  cross.  Philip,  ii.  6,7, 8. 
Whom  God  hath  set  forth  to  be  a  propitiation  through  faith  in  his 
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pasty  through  the  forbearance  of  Ood ;  to  declare  I  say  at  this  tiai 
his  righteousness ;  that  he  might  be  just  and  the  juBtitor  of  him 
which  believeth  in  Jesus.     Rom.  iii.  25,  26. 

If  when  we  were  enemies  we  were  reconciled  to  Gk>d  by  the 
4eath  of  his  Son,  much  more  being  reconciled,  we  shall  be  saved  hj 
his  life.  And  not  only  so,  but  we  also  joy  in  God  through  our  Loid 
Jesus  Christ,  by  whom  we  have  now  received  the  atonamnL 
Rom.  V.  10, 11. 

For  verily  he  took  not  on  him  the  nature  of  angels,  but  he  iofk 
on  him  the  seed  qf  Mrahumy  wherefore,  in  all  thinss  it  behoiiel 
him  to  be  made  like  unto  his  brethren ;  that  he  might  be  a  merdfd 
and  faithful  High  Priest  in  things  pertaining  to  6od^  to  make  raoon- 
ciliation  for  the  sins  of  the  people.     Heb.  ii.  16, 17, 18. 

For  Christ  also  hath  once  suffered  for  sins,  the  just  for  the  UDJUfi^ 
that  he  mieht  brins  us  to  God,  being  put  to  death  in  the  fleab,  brt 
quickened  by  the  Spirit     1  Pet.  iii.  18. 

For  there  is  one  God,  and  one  mediator  between  God  and  nM% 
the  man  Christ  Jesus,  who  gave  himself  a  ransom  for  all,  to  be  tsi- 
tified  in  due  time.     1  Tim.  ii.  5,  6. 

From  a  child  thou  hast  known  the  Holy  Scriptures,  which  are  abb 
to  make  thee  wise  unto  salvation  through  faith,  which  is  in  GbrU 
Jesus.  All  Scripture  is  given  by  inspiration  of  God,  and  is  pnfil- 
able  for  doctrine,  for  reproof,  for  correction,  for  instruction  in  ri^to- 
ousness;  that  the  man  of  God  may  be  perfect,  thoroughly  fumiflbeil 
unto  all  good  works.     3  Tim.  iii.  15, 16, 17. 

I  think— !-resumed  Mr.  Wood — that  no  person  who  will  eompais 
these  quotations  with  the  declarations  made  by  Mr.  Hendrieksoa, 
will  ever  make  it  an  objection,  that  they  are  not  expressed  in  Serip> 
ture  language. 

I  am  now  to  show  that  a  written  creed,  using  the  term  in  its  CN^ 
dinary  import  as  synonymous  with  belief,  has  actually  been  pot 
forth  by  the  society  of  Friends.  In  the  3d  volume  of  the  Statutsf 
at  Large,  p.  424,  is  the  Toleration  Act,  which  it  is  unnecessary  iar 
me  to  read.  Of  this  Toleration  Act,  as  originally  set  forth,  the 
Friends  could  not  avail  themselves  ;  because  of  the  oath  it  required 
them  to  take.  Therefore,  another  act  was  passed,  as  I  have  alictdy 
remarked,  at  the  next  session  of  parliament 

In  2d  Sewel's  History,  page  447,  will  be  found  the  declaration  of 
(aith  which  was  set  forth  by  the  society  of  Friends  on  this  occasioa, 
and  by  them  transmitted  .to  parliament  Surely  if  ever  a  religious 
aooiety  could  be  expected  to  testify  without  reserve  as  to  the  nature 
of  it4  doctrines,  it  would  be  when  called  upon  by  the  government  of 
the  country  to  which  they  were  indebted  for  protection  in  the  enjoy- 
ment of  civil  and  religious  liberty. 

In  George  Whitehead's  «  Christian  Progress,"  page  634,  is  aa* 
other  account  of  this  event : 
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^  To  prevent  any  such  from  being  stumbled,  or  ensnared  by  some 
iiprcssiona  in  the  aforesaid  profession,  or  creed  (which  appeared  un- 
cripturai)  in  the  said  bill,  we  (instead  thereof)  did  propose,  and 
rambly  ofier,  as  our  own  real  belief  of  the  Deity  of  the  Father,  Son, 
ind  Holy  Ghost,  viz :  I  profess  faith  in  God  the  Father,  and  in  Jesus 
%rist,  his  eternal  Son,  the  true  God,  and  in  the  Holy  Spirit,  one 
lod  blessed  for  ever :  and  do  acknowledge  the  Holy  Scriptures  of 
he  Old  and  New  Testament,  to  be  given  by  divine  inspiration. 

''Which  declaration  John  Vaughton  and  I  delivered  to  Sir  Thomas 
Jiergis,  who,  with  some  others,  were  desirous  we  should  give  in 
ach  confession  of  our  christian  belief,  that  we  might  not  lie  under 
he  unjust  imputation  of  beine  no  christians,  nor  thereby  be  deprived 
f  the  benefit  of  the  intended  law  for  our  religious  liberty.  Wc  were 
bereforc  of  necessity  put  upon  offering  the  said  confession,  it  being 
bo  our  known  professed  principle,  sincerely  to  confess  Christ  the 
KHi  of  the  living  God,  his  divinity,  and  as  he  is  the  eternal  Word  : 
nd  that  the  three  which  bear  record  in  Heaven,  the  Father,  the 
t^ord,  and  the  Holy  Ghost,  are  one :  one  divine  being,  one  God, 
lessed  for  ever." 

Under  that  solemn  declaration,  based  on  which  a  second  toleration 
i,  was  passed,  they  came  into  the  enjoyment  of  certain  rights,  of 
hich  they  had  before  been  deprived  ;  and  yet  we  find  a  branch  of 
lese  professing  christians  coming  into  court,  in  our  day,  and  refusing 
'  declare  whether  or  not  they  believe  in  doctrines  which  iheir  fathers 
us  publicly  professed. 

An  allusion  has  been  made  by  the  court  to  the  Keithian  contro- 
Tsy.  When  George  Keith  was  expelled  by  the  Philadelphia  yearly 
eeting,  he  appealed  to  the  great  yearly  meeting  of  London.  The 
ipulsion  was  confirmed.  He  then  became  a  minister  of  the  epis- 
pal  church ;  and,  as  was  natural  in  a  person  situated  as  he  was,  was 
ry  severe  on  Friends.     This  placed  the  society  under  the  necessity 

putting  forth  a  new  declaration  of  faith.     It  bears  date  in  1693, 
a  will  ne  found  in  2d  Sewel,  between  pages  499  and  511.    I  will 
ft  detain  the  court  with  reading  the  whole  of  this  able  document, 
it  shall  quote  some  of  the  most  striking  passages,  viz. : 
<<  We  are,  therefore,  tenderly  concerned  for  truth's  sake,  in  behalf 

the  said  people,  (as  to  the  body  of  them,  and  for  all  of  them  who 
e  sincere  to  God,  and  faithful  to  their  christian  principle  and.pro- 
ssion,)  to  use  our  just  endeavours  to  remove  the  reproach,  and  all 
useless  Jealousies  concerning  us,  touching  those  doctrines  of  chris- 
inity,  or  any  of  them  pretended,  or  supposed,  to  be  in  question  in 
e  said  division;  in  relation  whereunto  we  do  in  the  fear  of  God, 
id  in  simplicity  and  plainness  of  his  truth  received,  solemnly  and 
Dcerely  declare  what  our  christian  belief  and  profession  has  been, 
id  still  is,  in  respect  to  Jesus  Christ  the  only  begotten  Son  of  God, 
is  suffering,  death,  resurrection,  glory,  light,  power,  great  day  of 
idgmeni,  &c. 

42* 
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<<  We  sincerely  profess  faith  in  God  by  his  only  begotten  Son  J< 
Christ,  as  being  our  light  and  life,  our  only  way  to  the  Fath^i 
also  our  only  mediator  and  advocate  with  the  Father. 

<<  That  God  created  all  things,  he  made  the  worlds,  by  his 
Jesus  Christ,  he  being  that  powerful  and  living  Word  of  God 
whom  all  things  were  made ;  and  that  the  Father,  the  Word, 
Holy  Spirit  are  one,  in  divine  being  inseparable;  one  true,  liv 
and  eternal  God,  blessed  for  ever. 

"  Yet  that  this  Word,  or  Son  of  God,  in  the  fulness  of  time,  I 
flesh,  became  perfect  man,  according  to  the  flesh,  descended  and  ei 
of  the  Bbed  of  Abraham  and  David,  but  was  miraculously  concei 
by  the  Holy  Ghost,  and  born  of  the  Virgin  Mary.  And  also  furti 
declared  powerfully  to  be  the  Son  of  God,  according  to  the  spiri 
sanctification,  by  the  resurrection  from  the  dead. 

**  That  in  the  Word,  (or  Son  of  God,)  was  life,  and  the  same 
was  the  light  of  men;  and  that  he  was  that  true  light  which  enligh 
every  man  coming  into  the  world;  and  therefore  that  men  are  to 
lieve  in  the  light,  that  they  may  become  the  children  of  the  li] 
hereby  we  beHevc  in  Christ  the  Son  of  God,  as  he  is  the  light 
life  within  us;  and  wherein  we  must  needs  have  sincere  respect 
honour  to,  and  belief  in,  Christ,  as  in  his  own  unapproachable 
incomprehensible  glory  and  fulness:  as  he  is  the  fountain  of  life 
lisht,  and  giver  thereof  unto  us;  Christ,  as  in  himself,  and  as  ic 
bemg  not  divided.  And  that  as  man,  Christ  died  for  our  sins, ; 
again,  and  was  received  up  into  glory  in  the  heavens.  He  hav 
in  his  dying  for  all,  been  that  one  great  universal  ofiering,  and  si 
flee  for  peace,  atonement,  and  reconciliation  between  God  and  n 
and  he  is  the  propitiation  not  for  our  sins  only,  but  for  the  sin 
the  whole  world.  We  were  reconciled  by  his  death,  but  saved 
his  life. 

^<  That  Jesus  Christ,  who  sitteth  at  the  right  hand  of  the  thron 
the  majesty  in  the  heavens,  yet  he  is  our  king,  high-priest  and 
phet,  in  his  church,  a  minister  of  the  sanctuary,  and  of  the  true  ta 
nade  which  the  Lord  pitched,  and  not  man.  He  is  intercessor 
advocate  with  the  Father  in  heaven,  and  there  appearing  in  the 
sence  of  God  for  us,  being  touched  with  the  feeling  of  our  infii 
ties,  sufierings,  and  sorrows.  And  also  by  his  spirit  in  our  he 
he  maketh  intercession  according  to  the  will  of  God,  crying,  Al 
Father. 

"  For  any  whom  God  hath  gifted,  and  called  sincerely  to  pn 
faith  in  the  same  Christ,  both  as  within  and  without  us,  cannot  h 
preach  two  Christs,  but  one  and  the  same  Lord  Jesus  Christ,  ha^ 
respect  to  those  degrees  of  our  spiritual  knowledge  of  Christ  J 
in  us,  and  to  his  own  unspeakable  fulness  and  glory,  as  in  himsel 
his  own  entire  being,  wherein  Christ  himself  and  the  least  mea 
of  his  light  or  life,  as  in  us  or  in  mankind,  are  not  divided  nor  fl 
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ible,  no  more  than  the  sun  is  from  its  light.  And  as  he  ascended 
T  above  all  heavens,  that  he  might  fill  all  things,  his  fulness  cannot 
i comprehended,  or  contained  in  any  finite  creature;  but  in  some 
leasure  known  and  experienced  in  us,  as  we  are  capable  to  receive 
16  same,  as  of  his  fulness  we  have  received  grace  for  grace.  Christ 
ur  mediator,  received  the  spirit,  not  by  measure,  but  in  fulness;  but 
D  every  one  of  us  is  given  grace,  according  to  the  measure  of  his 
}ft 

**  That  the  gospel  of  the  grace  of  God  should  be  preached  in  the 
me  of  the  Father,  Son,  and  Holy  Ghost,  being  one  in  power,  wis- 
lomand  goodness,  and  indivisible,  or  not  to  be  divided,  in  the  great 
rork  of  man's  salvation. 

'<We  sincerely  confess  and  believe  in  Jesus  Christ,  both  as  he  is 
rae  God  and  perfect  man,  and  that  he  is  the  author  of  our  living 
lith  in  the  power  and  goodness  of  God,  as  manifested  in  his  Son 
MS  Christ,  and  by  his  own  blessed  spirit,  or  divine  unction,  re- 
viled in  us,  whereby  we  inwardly  feel  and  taste  of  his  goodness, 
ik,aDd  virtue;  so  as  our  souls  live  and  prosper  by  and  in  him:  and 
be  inward  sense  of  this  divine  power  of  Christ,  and  faith  in  thesame, 
Bd  this  inward  experience,  is  absolutely  necessary  to  make  a  true, 
aeere,  and  perfect  christian  in  spirit  and  life. 

''That  divine  honour  and  worship  is  due  to  the  Son  of  God;  and 
■t  he  is,  in  true  faith  to  be  prayed  unto,  and  the  name  of  the  Lord 
isos  Christ  called  upon,  as  the  primitive  christians  did,  because  of 
e  glorious  union  or  oneness  of  the  Father  and  the  Son ;  and  that  we 
nnot  acceptably  offer  up  prayers  and  praises  to  God,  nor  receive  a 
Bcious  answer  or  blessing  from  God,  but  in  and  through  his  dear 
m  Christ. 
'<  That  Christ's  body  that  was  crucified  was  not  the  Godhead,  yet 

the  power  of  God  was  raised  from  the  dead;  and  that  the  same 
irist  thai  was  therein  crucified,  ascended  into  heaven  and  glory,  is 
t  questioned  by  us.  His  flesh  saw  no  corruption,  it  did  not  corrupt; 
t  yet  doubtless  his  body  was  changed  into  a  more  glorious  and  hea- 
oly  condition  than  it  was  in  when  subject  to  divers  sufieriogs  on 
rth;  but  how  and  what  manner  of  change  it  met  withal  after  it  was 
iaed  from  the  dead,  so  as  to  become  such  a  glorious  body,  as  it  is 
clared  to  be,  is  too  wonderful  for  mortals  to  conceive,  apprehend, 

pry  into,  and  more  meet  for  angels  to  see:  the  Scripture  is  silent 
erein,  as  to  the  manner  thereof,  and  we  are  not  curious  to  inquire 

dispute  it;  nor  do  wc  esteem  it  necessary  to  make  ourselves  wise 
ove  what  is  written,  as  to  the  manner  or  condition  of  Christ's  glo- 
3U8  body,  as  in  heaven;  no  more  than  to  inquire  how  Christ  sp- 
ared in  divers  manners  or  forms;  or  how  he  came  in'^among  his 
isciples,  the  doors  being  shut ;  or  how  he  vanished  out  of  their  sight 
Ver  he  was  risen.  However,  we  have  cause  to  believe  his  body,  as 
I  heaven,  is  changed  into  a  most  glorious  condition,  far  transcend- 
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ing  what  it  was  id  on  earth,  otherwise  bow  could  our  low  body  bt 
changed,  90  as  to  be  made  like  unto  his  glorious  body;  for  when ke 
was  on  earth,  and  attended  tvith  sufferings,  he  was  said  to  be  like 
unto  us  in  all  things,  sin  only  excepted;  which  may  not  be  so  aud 
of  him  as  now  in  a  state  of  glory,  as  he  prayed  for;  otherwise  when 
would  be  the  change  both  in  him  and  in  us? 

<<  True  and  living  faith  in  Christ  Jesus  the  Son  of  the  living  God, 
has  respect  to  his  entire  being  and  fulness,  to  him  entirely  as  in  him* 
self,  and  as  all  power  in  heaven  and  earth  is  eiven  unto  him ;  ind 
also  an  eye  and  respect  to  the  same  Son  of  God  as  inwardly  making 
himself  known  to  the  soul,  in  every  degree  of  his  light,  life,  spirit, 
grace,  and  truth  ;  and  as  he  is  both  the  word  of  faith,  and  a  quicken- 
ing spirit  in  us;  whereby  he  is  the  immediate  cause,  author,  object, 
and  strength  of  our  living  faith  in  his  name  and  power ;  and  of  the 
work  of  our  salvation  from  sin  and  bondage  of  corruption:  and  the 
Son  of  God  cannot  be  divided  from  the  least  or  lowest  appearance  of 
his  own  divine  light,  or  life  in  us  or  in  mankind,  no  more  than  the 
sun  from  its  own  light;  nor  is  the  sufficiency  of  his  light  within  bf 
us  set  up  in  opposition  to  him  the  man  Christ,  or  his  fulness,  conn- 
dered  as  in  himself,  as  without  us ;  nor  can  any  measure  or  degreeof 
light,  received  from  Christ,  as  such,  be  properly  called  the  fulness  of 
Christ,  or  Christ  as  in  fulness,  nor  exclude  him,  so  considered,  from 
being  our  complete  Saviour ;  for  Christ  himself  to  be  our  light,  oar 
life,  and  Saviour,  is  so  consistent,  that  without  this  light  we  coold 
not  know  life,  nor  him  to  save  us  from  sin  or  deliver  us  from  dark* 
ness,  condemnation,  or  wrath  to  come:  and  where  the  least  degree 
or  measure  of  this  light  and  life  of  Christ  within  is  sincerely  waited 
in,  followed,  and  obeyed;  there  is  a  blessed  increase  of  light  lod 
grace  known  and  felt ;  as  the  path  of  the  just  it  shines  more  and  more, 
until  the  perfect  day;  and  thereby  a  growing  in  grace,  and  in  the 
knowledge  of  God,  and  of  our  Lord  and  Saviour  Jesus  Christ,  hath 
been,  and  is  truly  experienced.  And  this  light,  life,  or  spirit  of 
Christ  within,  (for  they  arc  one  divine  principle,)  is  sufficient  to  leid 
unto  all  truth;  having  in  it  the  divers  ministrations  both  of  judgment 
and  mercy,  both  of  law  and  gospel,  even  that  gospel  which  if 
preached  in  every  intelligent  creature  under  heaven:  it  does  notonlyt 
as  in  its  first  ministration,  manifest  sin,  and  reprove  and  condemn 
for  sin;  but  also  excites  and  leads  them  that  believe  in  it  to  true  re- 
pentance; and  thereupon  to  receive  that  mercy,  pardon,  and  redemp* 
tion  in  Christ  Jesus,  which  he  has  obtained  for  mankind  in  those  gos- 
pel terms  of  faith  in  his  name,  true  repentance  and  conversion  to 
Christ,  thereby  required." 

<*  It  is  true,  that  we  ought  not  to  lay  aside,  nor  any  way  to  under- 
value, but  highly  to  esteem,  true  preaching  and  the  Holy  Scriptures; 
and  the  sincere  belief  and  faith  of  Christ,  as  he  died  for  our  sins,  and 
rose  again  for  our  justification ;  together  with  Christ's  inward  and 
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piritual  appearance,  and  work  of  grace  in  the  soul ;  livingly  to  open 
he  myatery  of  his  death,  and  perfectly  to  effect  our  reconciliation, 
anetification,  and  justification;  and  wherever  Christ  qualifies  and 
alls  any  to  preach  and  demonstrate  the  mystery  of  his  coming,  death, 
ind  resurrection,  &c.  even  among  the  gentiles,  Christ  ought  accord- 
ingly to  be  both  preached,  believed,  and  received." 

^<  And  though  we  had  the  Holy  Scriptures  of  the  Old  and  New 
Testament,  and  a  belief  of  Christ  crucified  and  risen,  &c.  we  never 
tnily  knew  the  mystery  thereof,  until  we  were  turned  to  the  light  of 
hissrace  and  spirit  within  us:  we  knew  not  what  it  was  to  be  recon- 
ciled by  his  death,  and  saved  by  his  life;  or  what  it  was  to  know  the 
fellowship  of  his  sufierings,  the  power  of  his  resurrection,  or  to  be 
taide  conformable  unto  his  death,  we  knew  not,  until  he  opened  our 
ifes,  and  turned  our  minds  from  darkness  unto  his  own  divine  life 
iod  light  within  us. 

'^Notwithstanding,  we  do  sincerely  and  greatly  value  the  Holy 
Scriptures,  preaching  and  teaching  of  faithful,  divinely  inspired, 
gifbd  and  qualified  persons  and  ministers  of  Jesus  Christ,  as  being 
peit  outward  helps,  and  instrumental  in  his  hand,  and  by  his  spirit, 
far  conversion,  where  Ood  is  pleased  to  afibrd  those  outward  helps 
md  means ;  as  that  we  neither  do  nor  may  oppose  the  sufficiency  of 
lie  light  or  spirit  of  Christ  within,  to  such  outward  helps  or  means, 
10  as  to  reject,  disesteem,  or  undervalue  them;  for  they  all  proceed 
rom  the  same  light  and  spirit,  and  tend  to  turn  men's  minds  thereunto, 
Qd  all  centre  therein. 

^  Nor  can  the  Holy  Scriptures  or  true  preaching  without,  be  justly 
fit  in  opposition  to  the  light  or  spirit  of  God  or  Christ  within;  for 
ia  fiuthiul  messengers  are  ministers  thereof,  being  sent  to  turn  peo- 
le  to  the  same  light  and  spirit  in  them.  Acts  xxvi.  18.  Rom.  ziii.  2. 
Cor.  iv.  6.  1  Pet  ii.  9.  1  John  ii.  8." 

<<  1.  For  the  doctrine  of  the  resurrection;  if  in  this  life  onl}'  we 
ave  hope  in  Christ,  we  are  of  all  men  the  most  miserable.  1  Cor. 
▼•  19.  We  sincerely  believe,  not  only  a  resurrection  in  Christ 
rom  the  fallen  sinful  state  here,  but  a  rising  and  ascending  into  glory 
rith  him  hereafter;  that  when  he  at  last  appears,  we  may  appear 
rith  him  in  glory.  Col.  iii.  4.  1  John  iii.  2. 

<<  But  that  all  the  wicked  who  live  in  rebellion  against  the  light  of 
;race,'  and  die  finally  impenitent,  shall  come  forth  to  the  resurrection 
»f  condemnation. 

**  And  that  the  soul  or  spirit  of  every  man  or  woman  shall  be  re- 
served in  its  own  distinct  and  proper  being,  (so  as  there  shall  be  as 
inany  souls  in  the  world  to  come  as  in  this,)  and  every  seed,  yea 
every  soul,  shall  have  its  proper  body,  as  God  is  pleased  to  give  it 
1  Cor.  ZY.  A  natural  body  is  sown,  a  spiritual  body  is  raised ;  that 
^ng  first  which  is  natural,  and  afterward  that  which  is  spiritual, 
^nd  though  it  is  said,  this  corruptible  shall  put  on  incorruption,  and 
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this  mortal  shall  put  on  immortality;  the  change  shall  be  sach  ii 
flesh  and  blood  cannot  inherit  the  kingdom  of  God,  neither  dotbe(»^ 
ruption  inherit  incorruption.  1  Cor.  xv.  We  shall  be  raised  out  of 
all  corruption  and  corruptibility,  out  of  all  mortality;  and  thechildreo 
of  God  and  of  the  resurrection,  shall  be  equal  to  the  angels  of  God  id 
heaven. 

<<  And  as  the  celestial  bodies  do  far  excel  terrestrial,  so  we  expect 
our  spiritual  bodies  in  the  resurrection,  shall  far  excel  what  our  bo- 
dies now  are ;  and  we  hope  that  none  can  justly  blame  us  for  thai 
expecting  better  bodies  than  now  they  are.  Howbeit,  we  esteem  it 
very  unnecessary  to  dispute  or  question  how  the  dead  are  raised,  or 
with  what  body  they  come:  but  rather  submit  that  to  the  wisdon^  ^ 
and  pleasure  of  the  Almighty  God. 

<<2.  For  the  doctrine  of  eternal  judgment;  God  hath  committed 
all  judgment  unto  his  Son  Jesus  Christ ;  and  he  is  both  judge  of 
quick  and  dead,  and  of  the  states  and  ends  of  all  mankind.  John  v.  22. 
27.  Aclsx.  42.  2  Tim.  iv.  1.  1  Pet  iv.  5. 

**  That  there  shall  be  hereafter  a  great  harvest,  which  is  the  end  of 
the  world,  a  great  day  of  judgment,  and  the  judgment  of  that  great 
day,  the  Holy  Scripture  is  clear.  Mat.  xiii.  39,40,41.  ch.  x.  15,  and 
xi.  24.  Jude  6.  When  the  Son  of  Man  cometh  in  his  glory,  and  aH 
the  holy  angels  with  him,  then  shall  he  sit  upon  the  throne  of  his 
glory,  and  before  him  shall  be  gathered  all  nations,  &c.  Mat  xxr. 
31,  32,  to  the  end,  compared  with  ch.  xxii.  31.  Mark  viii.  38.  Lake 
ix.  26,  and  1  Cor.  xv.  52.  2  Thes.  i.  7,  8,  to  the  end,  and  1  Thes.  iv.  1& 
Rev.  XX.  12, 13, 14, 15. 

<<  That  this  blessed  heavenly  man,  this  Son  of  Man,  who  bath  so 
deeply  suffered  and  endured  so  many  great  indignities  and  persecu- 
tions from  his  adversaries,  both  to  himself  and  his  members  and 
brethren,  should  at  last,  even  in  the  last  and  great  day,  signally  and 
manifestly  appear  in  glory  and  triumph,  attended  with  all  his  glorious 
heavenly  host  and  retinue  before  all  nations,  before  all  his  enemieSy 
and  those  that  have  denied  him ;  this  will  be  to  their  great  terror  and 
amazement,  that  this  most  glorious  heavenly  man,  and  his  brethren, 
that  have  been  so  much  contemned  and  set  at  naught,  should  be  thus 
exalted  over  their  enemies  and  persecutors,  in  glory  and  triumph,  is  a 
righteous  thing  with  God ;  and  that  they  that  suffer  with  him,  should 
appear  with  him  in  glory  and  dignity  when  he  thus  appears  at  last 
Christ  was  judge  of  the  world,  and  the  prince  thereof,  when  on  earth. 
John  ix.  39,  and  xii.  31.  He  is  still  judge  of  the  world,  the  wicked- 
ness, and  prince  thereof,  by  his  light,  spirit,  and  gospel  in  men's 
hearts  and  consciences.  John  xvi.  8.  11.  Matt  xii.  20.  Isa.  xlii.  t 
Rom.  ii.  16.  1  Pet  iv.  6.  And  he  will  be  the  judge  and  final  dete^ 
miner  thereof  in  that  great  day  appointed;  God  having  appointed  a 
day  wherein  he  will  judge  the  world  in  righteousness  by  that  man 
whom  he  hath  ordained.'' 
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Ucript  relating  to  the  doctrine  qf  the  Reaurreetion  and 

eternal  Judgment. 

B  last  trump  of  God,  and  the  voice  of  the  archangel^  the  dead 
Riaed  incorruptible,  the  dead  in  Christ  shall  rise  first  1  Con 
Thes.  iv.  16,  compared  with  Matt.  xxiv.  31. 
r  are  often  alarmed  in  conscience  here  by  the  word  and 
}ody  who  stop  their  ears  and  slight  those  warnings,  but  the 
final  alarm  of  the  last  trumpet,  they  cannot  stop  their  ears 
or  escape,  it  will  unavoidably  seize  upon,  and  further  awaken 
illy  to  judgment  They  that  will  not  be  alarmed  in  their 
es  unto  repentance,  nor  out  of  their  sins  here,  must  cer- 
alarmed  to  judgment  hereafter. 

isoever  do  now  wilfully  shut  their  eyes,  hate,  contemn,  or 
light  of  Christ,  or  his  appearance  within,  shall  at  last  be 
ee,  and  not  be  able  to  shun  or  hide  themselves  from  hisglo- 
dreadful  appearance  from  heaven  with  his  mighty  angels, 
ghtning  and  flaming  fire,  to  render  vengeance  on  all  them 
tv  not  God,  and  obey  not  the  gospel  of  our  Lord  Jesus 
1  Thes.  iv.  16.  Matt  xxiv.  27.  Luke  xvii.  24.  Dan.  x.  6. 
it  3. 

though  many  now  evade  and  reject  the  inward  convictions 
nents  of  the  light,  and  shut  up  the  records  or  books  thereof 
wn  consciences,  they  shall  be  at  last  opened,  and  every  one 
'  those  things  recorded  therein,  according  to  their  works. 
12,  13,14,15. 
d  in  behalf  of  our  christian  profession  and  people  aforesaid, 

George  Whitehead,  Charles  Marshall^ 

Ambrose  Rigge,  John  Rowater, 

William  Fallowjieldj  John  Vdughton, 

James  Parke,  William  Ringkjf.'* 

^laration  of  their  faith,  was  again  published  by  the  yearly 
>f  Philadelphia,  in  1730,  as  is  stated  by  Thomas  Evans,  in 
[;e  297  of  the  testimony. 

sr  short  declaration  of  their  faith  will  be  found  in  2d  Sewe), 
It  was  in  reply  to  Francis  Bugg,  who  falsely  charged  the 
'ith  being  socinians,  and  was  presented  to  the  parliament  by 
Vhitehead  and  others. 

since  Francis  Bugg,  an  envious  apostate,  charged  the  Qua- 
I  some  socinian  notions;  and  being  set  on  by  some  church- 
eavoured  also  to  render  them  odious  with  the  government, 
ving  confession  of  faith,  signed  by  one  and  thirty  persons, 
I  G.  Whitehead  was  one,  was  in  December,  presented  to  the 
It: 
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^  Be  it  knaum  to  all,  that  toe  sincerely  believe  and  cor^fess, 
^  I.  That  Jesus  of  Nazareth,  who  was  born  of  the  virgin  Mary, 
is  the  true  Messiah,  the  very  Christ,  the  Son  of  the  living  God,  to 
whom  all  the  prophets  gave  witness :  and  that  we  do  highly  value 
his  death,  sufferings,  works,  officeSi  and  merits,  for  the  redemption 
of  mankind,  together  with  his  laws,  doctrine,  and  ministry. 

"  II.  That  this  very  Christ  of  God,  who  is  the  lamb  of  God,  that 
takes  away  the  sins  of  the  world,  was  slain,  was  dead,  and  Is  alive, 
and  lives  for  ever  in  his  divine,  eternal  glory,  dominion,  and  power, 
with  the  Father. 

"III.  That  the  Holy  Scriptures  of  the  Old  and  New  Testament, 
are  of  divine  authority,  as  being  given  by  inspiration  of  God. 

"IV.  And  that  magistracy  or  civil  government  is  God's  ordinance, 
the  good  ends  thereof  being  for  the  punishment  of  evil-doers,  and 
praise  of  them  that  do  well. " 

This  historian,  whose  work  is  recognized  as  authentic,  by  all  the 
branches  of  this  church,  remarks  that  this  declaration  had  its  effect 
on  the  king  and  bishops.  "By  this,"  says  he,  "and  tlm  like  writings, 
the  eyes  of  many  that  were  at  the  helm  began  to  be  more  opened; 
and  even  among  the  bishops  were  some  that  inclined  to  moderation; 
for  the  king  endeavoured  as  much  as  he  could  to  promote  the  most 
moderate  among  the  churchmen  to  those  high  dignities ;  and  preju- 
dice, which  had  blinded  many  inrespect  to  the  Quakers,  began  to 
abate  more  and  more." 

The  court  will  observe,  that  although  the  authors  of  these  declar^ 
tions  use  substantially  the  language  of  Scripture,  they  do  not  restrict 
themselves  to  Scripture  phrases.  They  confine  themselves  to  Scrip- 
ture sentiments,  illustrating  the  remark  of  William  Penn,  that  it  was 
not  their  practice  to  draw  human  deductions  from  Scripture  truths. 
In  3d  Adams'  Views  of  all  Religions,  on  page  321,  the  following 
view  is  given  of  the  sentiments  of  Friends  : 

*^  Distinguishing  Tenets, — We  agree  with  other  professors  of  the 
christian  name,  in  the  belief  of  one  eternal  God,  the  Creator  and 
Preserver  of  the  universe ;  and  in  Jesus  Christ  his  Son,  the  Messiah, 
and  Mediator  of  the  new  covenant 

"  When  we  speak  of  the  gracious  display  of  the  love  of  God  to 
'mankind,  in  the  miraculous  conception,  birth,  life,  miracles,  death, 
resurrection,  and  ascension  of  our  Saviour,  we  prefer  the  use  of  such 
terms  as  we  find  in  Scripture ;  and  contented  with  that  knowledge 
which  divine  wisdom  hath  seen  meet  to  reveal,  we  attempt  not  to 
explain  those  mysteries  which  remain  under  the  veil ;  nevertheless 
we  acknowledge  and  assert  the  divinity  of  Christ,  who  is  the  wisdom 
and  power  of  God  unto  salvation. 

•*  To  Christ  alone  we  give  the  title  of  the  Word  of  Grod,  and  not 
to  the  Scriptures,  although  we  highly  esteem  these  sacred  writings, 
in  subordination  to  the  Spirit  from  which  they  were  given  forth;  and 
we  hold,  with  the  apostle  Paul,  that  they  are  able  to  make  wise  onto 
salvation,  through  faith  which  is  in  Christ  Jesus." 


Il  ia  perfectly  manifest  thnt  theywievcr  take  the  liberty  of  ci 

Sthe  doctrines  os  the  socinians  cotiatrue  them,  but  tell  you  they 
ieve  ID  them. 

In  page  331  of  thla  work,  we  have  the  teetimooy  of  Dr.  Kdox,  i 
rtinguiahed  writer  of  the  episcopal  church. 

Ia  page  344,  the  charge  ihat  Rome  have  brought  against  them,  of 
ing  deists,  is  confuted.  * 

In  page  344,  notice  is  taken  of  the  disownment  of  a  number  of 
rsoDs   in    Ireland,  for    entertaining  socinian  or  deistical   aenti- 
eoto. 
I,  (Court  adjourned.) 


Saturday  morning,  August  Sd.  * 
'm.  Wood  resumed : 

When  the  court  adjourned  last  evening,  I  had  finished  quoting 
rtain  declarationa  of  faith  which  were  issued  by  the  society  (S 
riends,  and  amongst  them,  one  which  was  presented  to  the  scni- 
ay  of  the  parliament  of  Great  Britain,  in  order  that  the  society 
i^t  receive  certain  important  benefits  from  the  government  of  that 
HiDtry,  and  under  which  they  did  receive  them.  It  has  been  de- 
ed that  these  declarations  l)ave  any  bearing  on  the  religious  faith 
'  the  yearly  meeting  of  Philadelphia ;  it  is  asserted,  on  the  con- 
try,  that  that  meeting,  and  the  yearly  meeting  in  London,  are  two 
iparste  bodies :  that  Ihcy  were  A  that,  time  two  separate  bodies ; 
id  that  the  opinions  entertained  by  the  yearly  meeting  in  London 
1  the  great  fundamental  doctrines  of  the  society,  were  entirely  di»- 
)nnccttd  from  those  maintained  by  the  yearly  meeting  at  Philadel- 
[lia.  The  court  must  have  been  struck  with  the  decided  ioconsist- 
icy  of  this  argument,  with  another  position  taken  by  the  counsel, 
'such  an  independence  as  this  does  in  reality  exist, then  the  yearly 
leeting  of  New  York,  upon  the  same  principle,  is  independent  of 
te  yearly  meeting  at  Philadelphia;  and  yet  the  learned  counsel 
)s  contended  that  a  minister  of  the  gospel,  residing  within  the 
mits  of  the  yearly  meeting  of  New  York,  and  travelling  into  the 
recincts  of  the  yearly  meeting  ^t  Philadelphia,  with  a  certificate 
om  his  own  meeting  in  his  possession,  has  an  undisputed  right  to 
reach  in  the  bounds  of  the  yearly  meeting  at  Philadelphia;  and  that 
rcn  if  he  should  be  pleased  there  to  preach  doctrines  that  were  un- 
mod,  the  members  composing  that  meeting  could  have  no  right  of 
iterference.  Then  he  may  go  on  to  preach  these  doctrines,  and 
ley  must  wait  for  the  New  York  monthly  meeting  to  which  he  be- 
mgs,  to  call  him  to  account,  and  to  reprimand  him  for  his  conduct 
liis,tmly,isan  extraordinary  proposition;  and  when  the  counsel  tells 
a  that  such  a  species  of  connection  does  exist  between  the  yearly 
neetings  of  Philadelphia  and  New  York,  and  then  immediately  de- 


nies  that  there  is  any  connection  between  the  yearly  meetings  of 
London  and  Philadelphia,  and  adds,  that  at  that  period  such  a  deck- 
ration  of  faith  and  doctrine  as  that  issued  by  the  yearly  meeting  it 
London  has  no  bearing  upon  the  doctrines  of  the  yearly  meeting  at 
Philadelphia,  I  think  we  shall  find  that  he  was  considerably  at  yari> 
ance  with  himself  and  his  own  grounds  of  reasoning. 

At  the  time  alluded  to  there  was  a  peculiar  connection  subsisting 
between  these  two  last  mentioned  meetings.  The  connection  was 
not  only  that  which  exists  through  all  the  ramifications  of  this  so-  \ 
ciet}^ ;  but  it  is,  to  a  certain  extent,  a  subordination  of  the  yearly  L 
meeting  in  Philadelphia  to  that  holden  in  London.  To  this  fact  L 
several  witnesses  have  deposed  affirmatively.  Appeals  were  allow- 
ed, measures  were  recommended,  advice  was  given,  and  in  every 
important  instance,  where  appeal  took  place,  the  opinion  of  that 
fleeting  was  acquiesced  in. 

The  counsel  have  referred  to  the  case  of  the  appeal  of  George 
Keith,  and  he  has  cited  it  to  prove  his  position  of  a  total  disconnec- 
tion between  these  two  meetings.  He  says  that  the  judgment  which 
was  given  in  that  case,  by  the  London  meeting,  was  not  obligatory 
on  the  Philadelphia  body;  but  that  it  was  awarded  by  them  only  as  a  t 
matter  of  courtesy  and  good  feeling.  Suppose  we  were  to  admit  this; 
it  does  but  make  the  argument  in  our  behalf  more  strong  and  conclo* 
sive.  If,  without  obligation  on  their  part,  the  yearly  meeting  of 
Philadelphia,  considering  the  source  from  which  they  had  ^ruag^ 
viewine  the  yearly  meeting  of  London  as  the  great  and  primitive 
source  from  which  they  arose  ;  if,  I  say,  under  such  circumstances^ 
they  voluntarily  sobmitted  to  the  decision  there  pronounced,  it 
diowed  that  they  never  lost  sight  of  the  great  object  of  their  associa- 
tion. It  showed  how  anxious  they  were  to  be  in  accordance  with 
that  meeting  on  the  great  principles  of  faith  and  practice  by  which 
they  had  been  brought  together,  and  to  manifest  to  mankind  that  the 
peculiar  characteristics  oi  their  society  had  not  been  forgotten  nor 
disregarded. 

I  would  call  the  attention  of  the  court  to  this  circumstance.  When 
we  consider  the  connection  that  existed  between  the  two  yearly 
meetings,  the  habit  which  obtained  in  the  Philadelphia  meeting  of 
submitting  to  the  yearly  meeting  at  London ;  and  the  fact  of  the 
former  having  sprung  out  of  the  latter ;  do  you  believe  that  when 
such  a  document  was  issued  by  the  society  at  London,  and  which 
was  borne  to  this  country,  so  soon  as  the  winds  of  heaven  could  waft 
it  across  the  waters,  the  society  here,  if  they  had  considered  it  an 
innovation,  would  afterwards  tamely  have  submitted  to  its  dicta- 
tion, or  even  to  its  advice  ?  Do  you,  I  ask,  believe  that  if  the  so- 
ciety in  this  country  was  not  in  full  and  complete  unity  with  that  ia 
London,  in  relation  to  this  matter,  the  members  of  that  society  would 
not  have  had  recourse  to  some  means  to  show  that  the  primary  meet- 
ing had  done  an  act  which  struck  at  the  very  vitals,  and  prostrated 
the  true  principles  of  their  religion  ?    Would  they  not  have  entered 
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leir  protest  against  it  ?  Without  doubt  they  would  hare  done  so. 
et  you  find  that  they  continued  in  unity  togethei* ;  that  the  sdciet^' 
:re  had  submilted  to  the  appellate  power  and  jurisdiction  of  the 
ondon  meeting,  till  the  dissolution  of  the  connexion  between  them, 
vo  centuries  aflerwardfj,  and  that  even  still  they  are  in  the  habit  of 
irryiog  on  an  advisory  correspondence.  This  state  of  thipgs  is 
tt^ether  unaccountable  upon  the  supposition,  that  the  yearly  meet- 
ig  of  Philadelphia  did  not  implicitly  adopt  every  sentiment  con- 
jned  in  those  declarations  of  faith,  which  were  thus  made  and 
rted  upon  by  the  society  of  Friends  in  England.  That  it  did  im- 
Ueitly  adopt  them  is,  however,  in  proof  before  you,  in  the  1st  vol. 
r  Evidence. 

Persons  who  are  acquainted  with  the  religious  societies  of  this 
ountry,  well  know  that  all  those  which  derived  their  origfn  in  Eu- 
Qpe,  voluntarily  subjected  themselves  in  a  measure,  to  the  controW 
r  the  societies  from  which  they  sprung,  in  matters  of  doctrine,  in 
Baking  advice,  and  in  matters  connected  with  the  organization  of 
Iteir  government  The  society  of  Friends  adopted  the  same  course 
a  this  country.  It  is  not  therefore  surprising  that  Samuel  Settle 
lys,  in  p.  76,  lat  vol.  Depositions,  in  answer  to  the  question,  "Iain 
I^MOTal  of  a  doctrinal  work  by  the  London  meeting  for  suffering 
enndered  as  equally  authoritative  by  the  society  as  such  an  approval 
y  th» Philadelphia  meeting  for  sufferings?^' 

Ajwwer.  "  They  are  of  equal  authority.  In  England  those  works 
ronld  circulate  as  having  the  sanction  of  their  yearly  meeting:  they 
pwdd  circulate  among  the  society  of  Friends  generally,  they  being 
na  body,  as  an  authentic  work ;  but  cases  occur  where  there  is  a  dis- 
inet  recognition  of  the  same  work  by  other  yearly  meeting,  and 
niitantly  so  with  resjiect  to  the  work  I  have  alluded  to  of  Robert 
larcUy."  The  history  containing  this  important  doctrine  has  been 
epeatedly  published  in  this  country,  and  treated  as  an  accredited  bis- 
Hieal  work  of  the  society  of  Friends. 

Bnt  there  are  some  other  declarations  of  faith  to  which  I  would 
idl  the  attention  of  the  court  The  first  to  which  t  shall  refer  is 
imnd  in  Evans'  Exposition,  a  work  of  miscellaneous  tracts,  p.  40. 
It  is  extracted  from  a  work  written  by  George  Fox  in  the  year  1682, 
entitled  "An  Answer  to  all  such  as  falsely  say  the  Quakers  are  no 
Christians." 

"We  own  the  Father,  the  Son,  and  the  Holy  Ghost,  as  the 
jostles  have  declared. 

"And  it  is  the  spirit  that  beareth  witness,  because  the  spirit  is 
tnith ',  for  there  are  three  that  bear  record  in  heaven,  the  Father,  the 
Word  and  the  Holy  Ghost,  and  these  three  are  one ;  and  there  ace 
(hne  which  bear  record  in  earth,  &c.  which  we  own,  1  John  v.  6,  7. 
And  DOW  let  none  be  offended  because  we  do  not  call  them  by  those 
uutriptunl  names  of  trinity,  and  three  persons,  which  are  not  Scrip- 
twe  words ;  and  so  do  falsely  say  that  we  deny  the  Father,  the 
Word,  and  the  Holy  Ghost,  which  three  ate  one  that  beai  icjun^  vn. 


heayeDy  &c  which  three  we  own  with  all  our  hearta,  aa  the  aposlle 
John  did|  and  all  true  christians  ever  did,  and  now  do  y  and  if  yoo 
aay  we  are  not  christians,  because  we  do  not  call  the  Father,  Son,aDd 
Holy  Ghost,  the  trinity,  distinct  and  separate  persona,  then  yo« 
may  as  well  conclude  that  John  was  no  christian,  who  did  not  ffn 
the  Father,  Word,  and  Holy  Ghost,  these  names. 

<<  We  believe  concerning  God  the  Father,  Son  and  Spirit,  accord- 
ing to  the  testimony  of  the  Holy  Scripture,  which  we  receive  tod. 
embrace  as  the  most  authentic  and  perfect  declaration  of  christiu: 
faith,  being  indited  by  the  Holy  Spirit  of  God,  that  never  errs ;  lflt| 
that  there  is  one  God  and  Father,  of  whom  are  all  things ;  2dly,  that 
there  is  one  Lord  Jesus  Christ,  by  whom  all  things  were  made,  Jobs 
i.  and  xvii.,  and  Rom.  ix.  who  was  glorified  with  the  Father  befoie 
the  world  began,  who  is  God  over  all  blessed  for  ever,  John  ziv. 
i^hat  there  is  one  Holy  Spirit,  the  promise  of  the  Father  and  tht 
Son,  and  leader,  and  sanctifier,  and  comforter  of  his  people,  1  Joiii 
V.  And  we  further  believe,  as  the  Holy  Scriptures  soundly  and  sA^, 
ficiently  express,  that  these  three  are  one,  even  the  Father^  the  Wordi;  | 
and  the  Spirit"  p.  26,  27.— 1682. 

Again  on  p.  67,  from  the  same  work,  viz. 

<<  And  Christ  hath  purchased  his  church  with  his  own  blood,  Adf 
XX.  28.  ^  And  we  give  thanks  unto  the  Father,  which  hath  maib 
us  meet  to  be  partakers  of  the  inheritance  of  the  saints  in  light,  wl»i 
hatli  delivered  us  from  the  power  of  darkness,  and  hath  translated  as 
into  the  kingdom  of  his  dear  Son,  in  whom  we  have  redemptioa? 
through  his  blood,  that  is  the  forgiveness  of  sins ;  who  is  the  imagB 
of  the  invisible  God,  the  first  begotten  of  every  creature  :  for  by  him 
were  all  things  created  which  are  in  heaven,  and  which  are  in  earthi 
things  visible  and  invisible,  whether  they  be  thrones,  dominiona^ 
principalities,  or  powers,  all  things  were  created  by  him  and  for  him ; 
and  he  is  before  all  things ;  and  in  him,  and  by  him,  all  things  coo* 
sist ;  and  he  is  the  head  of  the  body,  ( the  church,)  who  is  the  beg^i- 
ning,  and  the  first  begotten  from  the  dead,  that  in  all  things  he  might 
have  the  pre-eminence  ;  for  it  pleased  the  Father  that  in  him  shooU 
all  fulness  dwell.*  Col.  i.  And  many  other  Scriptures  we  might 
l)ring,  which  do  prove  that  Christ  is  the  head  of  the  church. 

<*  And  Christ  saith,  all  power  in  heaven  and  in  earth  is  given  to 
me.  Matt  xxviii.  18.  And  we  know  that  the  Son  of  God  ^  come, 
and  hath  given  us  an  understanding,  that  we  may  know  him  that  is 
true,  apd  we  are  in  him  that  is  true,  even  in  his  son  Jesus  Christ; 
this  is  the  true  God,  and  eternal  life,  1  John  v.  20.  And  Christ  and 
the  apostles  in  their  days,  did  not  set  up  one  man  to  be  pope  (nor 
set  a  triple  crown  on  his  head)  to  be  Christ's  vicar  and  vicegereot 
upon  earth,  nor  set  him  above  the  apostles,  &c. :  but  on  the  contrary, 
Christ  said  it  was  the  gentiles  that  exercised  lordship,  and  are  called 
gracious  lords;  but  said  Christ,  he  that  will  be  the  greatest  amoog 
you,  let  him  be  servant  unto  ^11 :  not  pope  or  lord  over  all,  but 
servant  unto  all.     And  Christ  gave  the  keys  and  power  to  others 
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lis  disciplefly  as  well  as  Peter,  to  bind  and  Ioosq,  Matt  xviii. 
And  80  Christ  prayed  for  all  his  disciples  and  followers,  that 
I  )iad  given  him,  that  he  would  keep  them  from  the  evil  of 
world  ;  and  not  only  for  Peter,  as  may  be  seen  in  John  xvii.  9. 
I  we  own  the  Father,  the  Son,  and  the  Holy  Ghost,  as  the  apostles 
3  declared. 

When  the  fulness  of  time  was  come,  God  sent  forth  his  Son, 
le  of  a  woman,  made  under  the  law,  that  he  might  redeem  them 
were  under  the  law,  that  we  might  receive  the  adoption  of  sons, 
iv.  4,  5.  And  by  the  grace  of  God,  Christ  tasted  death  for 
■y  man,  Heb.  ii.  9.  And  how  that  Christ  died  for  our  sins,  ac- 
ting to  the  Scriptures ;  and  that  he  was  buried,  and  rose  again, 
frdingto  the  Scriptures,  1  Cor.  xv.  3,4.  For  other  foundation  can  no 
lay  than  is  laid,  Jesus  Christ,  1  Cor.  iii.  11.  And  so  we  believe 
e  things  which  God  before  hath  showed  by  the  mouth  of  all  his  pro- 
tSy  that  Christ  should  suffer  ;  and  he  hath  thus  fulfilled  it,  and  is 
1  from  the  dead,  and  is  at  the  right  hand  of  God,  who  is  alive 
n,  and  lives  for  evermore  ;  and  will  reward  every  man  according 
is  deeds,  and  is  the  judge  both  of  the  quick  and  dead,  and  his 
rp  now  hear  his  voice,  and  follow  him,  as  in  the  apostles'  days, 
I  iii.  Rev.  i.  18.  Neither  is  there  salvation  in  any  other  than  in 
name  of  Jesus  ;  for  there  is  none  other  name  given  under  heaven 
Dg  men,  whereby  we  must  be  saved.  Acts  iv.  13.  And  without 
voversy,  great  is  the  mystery  of  godliness,  God  manifested  in  the 
ly  justified  in  the  spirit,  seen  of  angels,  preached  unto  the  gentiles, 
sved  on  in  the  world,  and  received  up  Into  glory,  1  Tim.  iii.  16. 
And  in  the  fulness  of  time,  according  to  the  promise  of  the  Fa- 
f  Christ  was  manifested  in  the  flesh,  and  by  the  grace  of  God 
id  death  for  every  man,  as  before  ;  is  risen,  and  ascended,  and 
on  the  right  hand  of  God  in  heaven,  and  is  the  only  mediator 
peen  God  and  man;  and  that  he  exercises  his  prophetical^ 
^y,  and  priestly  office  now  in  his  church,  and  also  his  offices  as 
onsellor  and  leader,  bishop,  shepherd,  and  mediator :  he  (to  wit) 
Sod  of  God,  he  exercises  these  offices  in  his  household  of  faith, 
ise  house  we  are,  that  are  believers  in  the  light,  and  by  faith  eti- 
led  into  Christ,  the  Word,  by  whom  all  things  were  made ;  and 
so  sre  heirs  of  eternal  life,  being  elected  in  him  before  the  world 
in.  And  we  do  not  matter  if  this  Jewish  spirit  saith  now  of  us, 
t  did  formerly  of  the  followers  of  Christ,  that  none  but  accursed 
^le  followed  him,  that  knew  not  thef  law :  and  if  you  say  as  Na- 
liel  said,  John  i.  46,  can  there  any  good  thing  come  outof  Naza- 
I?  we  say  with  Philip,  come  and  see.''— Pages  26,  27, 28.— 1682. 
1i€  next  is  found  in  Chandler's  Apology  for  the  people  called 
Jters,  which  was  approved  and  published  by  the  yearly  meeting 
Philadelphia,  in  the  year  1718. 

t.We  therefore  desire  our  well  disposed  neighbours  candidly  to 
gh  what  we  have  to  allege  against  the  clamours  of  those,  who  to 
Hire,  will  not  set  us  out  to  our  best  advantagie  \  %X!A  \.o  t«^vi%  vci 
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•eeouDt  from  ourselves  what  we  are,  and  what  we  believe  and  hold 
for  christian  truths ;  who  certainly  must  needs  know  better  our  own 
belief,  than  those  who  perhaps  n^ver  examined  it  to  any  other  eoA 
than  to  find  fault,  if  ever  they  did  it ;  and  also  that  you  will  not  think 
it  strange,  that  we  express  not  our  belief  in  some  particulars,  in  the 
affected  terms  of  other  professors  of  Christianity,  but  think  it  more 
reasonable  and  safe,  to  content  ourselves  with  that  dress  of  laogutge 
in  which  the  Holy  Ghost  thought  fit  to  hand  them  to  us  in  the  Hdy 
Scriptures,  those  most  excellent  and  divine  writings,  which  above  iD 
others  in  the  world,  challenge  our  reverence  and  most  diligent  read- 
ing ;  those  oracles  of  God,  and  rich  christian  treasury  of  divine  savnig 
truths,  which  were  written  for  our  learning,  that  we  through  patience 
and  comfort  of  them  may  have  hope ;  and  are  profitable  for  doctrine 
reproof,  correction,  and  instruction  in  righteousness,  to  the  perfecting 
^  and  thoroughly  furnishing  the  man  of  God  to  every  good  work,  nu- 
king him  wise  unto  salvation,  through  faith  which  is  in  Christ  Jesofl; 
containing  all  christian  doctrines  necessary  to  be  believed  for  sal?i- 
tion,  and  are  a  su£Bcient  external  standard  and  touchstone  to  try  tbe 
doctrines  of  mefi ;  and  we  say  with  the  apostle,  whosoever  shall 
publish  and  propagate  any  other  gospel  and  faith  than  is  therein  tei^ 
tified  of  to.  us  by  those  inspired  penmen  who  were  the  first  promul- 
gatcMTS  thereof,  though  he  were  an  angel,  let  him  be  accursed ;  all 
which,  and  whatsoever  is  therein  contained,  we  as  firmly  believe  all 
as  any  of  you  do ;  and  as  it  is  the  duty  of  every  sincere  christian,  ive 
are  heartily  thankful  to  Grod  for  them,  who  through  his  good  pro- 
vidence hath  preserved  them  to  our  time,  to  our  great  benefit  and 
comfort 

«  We  believe  in  that  great  omnipotent  Grod,  that  made  and  created, 
all  things,  and  gave  us  our  being,  whom  in  sincerity  of  heart,  we 
fear,  reverence  and  worship,  being  seriously  concerned  for  our  souV 
welfare  to  eternity.  We  believe  that  great  mystery,  that  there  are 
three  that  bear  record  in  heaven,  the  Father,  Son,  and  Holy  Gboet, 
and  that  these  three  are  one  in  being  and  substance :  and  as  do  yei 
so  do  we  also  hope  for  and  expect  salvation,  only  and  alone  throi^ 
the  SoQ  of  God,  our  blessed  Lord  and  Saviour  Jesus  Christ  of  Nan- 
reth  ;  believing  that  God  the  Father  hath  ordained  him  for  satvation 
to  the  ends  of  the  earth ;  and  that  no  other  name  is  given  iioder  hea- 
ven, by  which  men  shall  be  saved  ;  who  being  conceived  by  the  Holy 
Ghost,  in  the  womb  of  the  Virgin  Mary,  was  born  of  her  at  Beth- 
lehem; as  also  his  holy  and  exemplary  life,  perfectly  free  from  sin; 
his  doctrine,  miracles,  sufferings,  and  death  upon  the  cross,  without 
the  gates  of  Jerusalem  ;  his  resurrection  from  the  dead,  and  ascen- 
sion into  heaven,  where  he  is  at  the  right  hand  of  Grod  tbe  Father, 
perfect  God  and  perfect  man,  and  the  alone  mediator  between  Grod 
and  man,  and  is  our  advocate  with  the  Father,  and  ever  liveth  to 
make  intercession  for  us ;  and  also  shall  judge  both  quick  and  d^* 
All  which,  and  whatsoever  else  is  recorded  of  him  in  the  sacred 
9ans4xm§,  we  finnly  believe. 


<<  This  Jesus,  in  whom  dwelt  the  fulness  of  the  Godhead,  we  believe 
offered  up  himself,  according  to  the  will  of  the  Father,  an  acceptable 
Hierifiee  to  Grod,  and  became  a  propitiation  for  the  sins  of  mankind^ 
to  the  end  of  the  world,  and  died  for  all  men,  as  all  died  in  Adam ; 
through  whose  blood  Grod  proclaims  redemption  and  salvation  to  mto 
and  mm  to  Jbe  reconciled,  and  freely,  for  his  Son's  sake,  to  remi^ 
foffgiye^  and  pass  by  all  past  offences,  to  as  many  as  shall  truly  and 
heartily  repent  of  their  sins,  and  turn  from  the  same,  and  shall  so 
believe  in  our  Lord  Jesus  Christ,  and  love  him,  as  for  the  future  to 
live  a  holy,  circumspect,  christian  life,  and  obey  his  commands, 
thereby  continuing  in  his  love." 

<<  And  notwithstanding  that  we  have  been  falsely  accused,  that  we 
aqiect  to  be* saved  by  our  own  works,  as  being  meritorious,  yet  we 
do  not  acknowledge  a  holy  life  as  the  efficient  and  procuring  cause 
of  our  salvation  ;  which  we,  no  less  than  you,  totally  refer  to  uie  free 
grace  and  mercy  of  God  in  Christ,  without  any  merit  in  man ;  but 
we  esteem  it  as  a  constant  companion  thereto,  and  a  necessary  coq- 
ditioD  on  our  part,  in  compliance  with  God^s  gracious  offer,  without 
which  we  may  not  obtain  it,  being  inseparably  annexed  to  that  £gdth 
which  only  pleaseth  God,  and  is  but  our  reasonable  duty. 

^And  we  believe,  that  although  Christ  thus  offered  up  himself  once 
fin*  all,  for  the  sins  of  all  men  to  the  end  of  the  world,  thereby  ran* 
daring  repentance  and  amendment  of  life  prevalent  with  God,  yet 
that  tne  traditional  belief  of  that  alone,  is  not  sufficient  to  entitle  us 
to  that  common  salvation  that  comes  by  him  ;  but  that  it  is  of  neoes^ 
aity  that  we  truly  repent  and  be  converted  from  the  evil  to  the  good  ; 
and  therefore  it  is  no  less  necessary  for  us  now,  than  it  was  for  be* 
lievera  in  the  apostles'  days,  that  we  be  turned  from  darkness  to 
lidbt;  or  in  other  terms,  from  the  dark  power  of  satan,  to  the  power 
tf  Ood,  who  is  light,  that  thereby  we  may  every  one  know  tho 
work  of  redemption  and  salvation,  wrought  in  and  for  ourselves;  for 
it  ii  not  enough  to  believe  that  Christ  died,  if  we  feel  not  the  blessed 
ii^ts  of  his  death,  who  came  to  save  us  from  our  sins,  and  bless  u$ 
bj  torning  us  from  our  iniquities,  and  gave  himself  for  us,  that  b^ 
i^f^t  re&em  us  from  all  iniquity,  and  purify  unto  himself  a  peetir. 
liar  f/Wfie,  zealous  of  good  works." 

1%  is  impossible  to  overcome  these  declarations  of  faith,  as  con-* 
tuning elearly  the  doctrines  maintained  by  the  primitive  Friends,  (and 
they  are  such  precisely  as  were  stated  by  Joseph  Hendrickson  in  the 
original  hill,  and  in  his  subsequent  answer  to  the  bill  of  interpleader) 
■I  we  are  disposed  to  take  the  same  view  of  the  subject  which 
taken  by  Elias  Hicks,  who,  if  not  the  head  of  the  Hicksite  party, 
ia  at  leaat  their  main  instructor  and  guide. 

The  charges  which  he  makes  against  George  Fox,  and  the  primi- 
tive  Friends,  is  that  they  were  alraid  to  speak  the  truth,  otherwise 
that  they  would  have  come  out  and  avowed  the  opinions  which  he 
f  Hieka)  held.  This  is  a  singular  charge  to  be  made  against  the 
UNinder  of  his  system ;  but  if  ever  a  charge  was  de8titatft^l<c)rask&^ 
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tion,  and  utterly  unsupported  by  truU^,  this  is  so ;  for  if  ever  there 
existed  in  this  world  a  body  of  men  who  stood  forward  in  defence 
of  their  principles^  and  who  have  been  bold  and  valiant  in  asserting 
and  maintaining  the  truth,  as  they  understood  it,  it  waOs  the  society 
of  Friends ;  and  at  the  very  time  they  were  charged  with  advancing 
doctrines  which  they  did  not  believe,  because  they  were  afraid  to 
come  out  and  avow  them,  they  were  suffering  all  kinds  of  persecu- 
tion on  account  of  their  doctrine.  Now  will  any  man  in  the  posses- 
sion of  his  sound  reason  believe  that  they  would  boldly  step  out  in 
defence  of  one  portion  of  their  doctrines,  and  that  they  would  endure 
the  keenest  reproach  and, persecution  by  reason  of  them,  and  yet  that 
on  other  points  essentially  connected  with  their  faith,  they  were 
afraid  to  do  so?  Sewel,  in  vol.  ii.  p.  491,  in  his  historfcal  writings, 
■peaking  of  George  Fox,  who  was  charged  with  being  afaid  to  come 
out,  says : 

<<  He  was  indeed  an  heavenly-minded  man,  zealous  for  the  name 
of  the  Lord,  and  preferred  the  honour  of  God  before  all  things.  He 
was  valiant  for  the  truth,  bold  in  asserting  it,  patient  in  suffering  for 
it,  unwearied  in  labouring  in  it,  steady  in  his  testimony  to  it,  im- 
moveable as  a  rock.^* 

And  yet  this  is  the  man  who  feared  to  assert  the  faith  which  he 
believed ! 

The  next  work  to  which  I  shall  call  the  attention  of  your  honours 
isy  **  Barclay^s  Catechism.'^  A  catechism  is  an  exposition  of  doc- 
trine put  forth,  for  the  instruction  of  the  youth  of  a  society,  in  the 
shape  of  question  and  answer;  and  in  framing  the  publication  of  any 
work  relative  to  doctrine,  for  such  a  purpose,  the  great  object  is  to 
convey  to  the  youthful  understanding  the  true  and  proper  conception 
of  the  faith  in  which  they  are  to  be  reared,  one  would  reasonably  sup- 
pose that  the  society  would  be  peculiarly  astute  and  cautious  in  the 
performance  of  that  most  responsible  duty.  *^  Train  up  a  child," 
says  the  Scripture,  <<  in  the  way  he  should  go;  and  when  he  is  old, 
he  will  not  depart  therefrom."  All  religious  societies,  therefore,  are 
extremely  careful  in  their  mode  of  arrangement  and  in  the  selection 
of  authors  and  writings  relative  to  the  instruction  of  the  young.  And 
it  is  no  argument  for  the  counsel  on  the  other  side,  that  this  catechism 
was  not  prepared  to  be  used  for  the  purpose  I  have  named.  We  have 
nothing  to  do  with  the  original  purpose  for  which  it  was  designed 
by  its  author.  The  society  afterwards  adopted  it;  so  it  became  their 
work  by  adoption,  and  has  been  used  by  them  for  the  purpose  of 
instruction,  and  may,  therefore,  be  referred  to  as  a  standard  of  the 
doctrines  of  the  society.  In  order  to  show  how  the^  work  has  been 
esteemed  by  the  society  of  Friends,  and  by  the  various  branches  of 
it,  I  will  refer  you  to  the  testimony  of  Samuel  Bettle,  1st  vol.  Ev. 
page  75. 

And  here  one  remark  ought  to  be  made ;  it  is,  that  the  writer  has 
been  particular  in  the  selection  of  Scripture  passages  in  support  of 
ibe  doctrine  which  he  meant  to  advance  and  establish.     But  he  se- 
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ted  thoie  passages  of  Scripture  which  clearly  and  unequivocally 
i¥ey  the  idea  of  the  divinity  of  our  Saviour^  his  atonement,  and 
I  inspiration  of  the  holy  Scriptures,  in  language  which  put  them 
^ond  all  dispute,  and  shows  that  the  society  of  Friends  had  adopted 
186  doctrines  in  contradistinction  to  that  of  the  socinian,  or  unita- 
D  creed.     It  will  not  do  to  say,  that  the  socinkin  and  unitarian 

0  believe  in  the  Scriptures,  and  are  in  the  practice  of  citing  them; 
sauae  every  man,  at  all  acquainted  with  the  subject,  is  well  aware 
It  in  order  to  get  rid  of  the  unequivocal  passages  in  Scripture,  in 
lich  those  doctrines,  contrary  to  their  faith  are  set  forth,  clear  st» 

1  beams  of  the  noon-day  sun,  they  are  tinder  the  necessity  of  deny- 
;  the  infallibility  of  the  Scripture  text,  and  they  therefore  degrade 
and  reduce  it  down  to  the  mere  level  of  human  testimony  :^  and 
18  get  rid  of  the  undeniable  passages,  by  explaining  away  some,  and 
;ally  rejecting  others. 

I  recollect  reading  many  years  ago,  a  correspondence  which  took 
ice  between  the  archapostle  of  the  socinians.  Doctor  Priestley,  and 
Few,  whose  name  1  cannot  at  this  moment  recall  to  my  memory. 
lie  doctor  endeavoured  to  convert  the  Jew  to  his  own  doctrines,  by 
hibiting  Christianity  to  them  as  a  rational  system.  The  divinity 
the  Saviour,  and  the  atonement,  were  of  course  rejected  by  him ; 
d  the  doctor  undertook  thus  to  turn  the  Jew  to  his  rational  system 
ehristianity. 

One  of  their  rabbis  answered  the  doctor;  and  told  him  that  he  was 
lite  inclined  to  hear  his  proposition,  but  that  he  much  suspected  the 
letor  himself  was  not  a  christian ;  and  he  cited  a  number  of  pas^ 
gea  from  Scripture  in  support  of  the  divinity  of  the  Saviour,  and 
the  atonement,  and  submitted  them  for  his  inspection.  The  doc^ 
r  tried  in  vain  to  disentangle  himself  from  this  close  species  of 
anonstration,  by  insisting  that  the  passages  cited  were  not  applica- 
e,  or  were  inconsistent,  or  that  many  of  them  were  spurious  and 
terpolated.  The  Jew,  however,  pinned  him  down  to  his  point ;  and 
^entually  showed  that  the  doctor  himself  was  no  more  a  christian 
wn  the  Jew  whom  he  desired  to  convert  Now,  when  the  Friends 
this  catechism,  start  with  the  proposition  of  the  inspiration  of  the 
sriptures,  and  then  declare  their  own  belief  to  be  founded  on  those 
aiptorea,  surely  we  may  safely  resort  to  the  passages  of  Scripture 
leeted  to  convey  their  ideas,  as  evidence  of  their  real  sentiments, 
though  the  language  in  which  they  are  expressed  is  not  human  lan- 
lage ;  (no  worse,  perhaps,  for  that.) 

In  Barclay's  Catechism,  page  3,  we  have  his  views  of  the  Scrip- 
(rea. 

A  passage  has  been  cited  from  this  writer,  where  he  refers  to  a 
iflSsrent  translation  of  one  of  these  texts,  and  he  says,  that  it  means- 
le  same  thing.  So  it  does.  He  says,  that  <<  all  Scripture  is  given 
jr  inq)iration  of  God,  and  is  profitable  for  doctrine,  for  reproof,  for 
MTtction,  for  instruction  in  righteousness ;  that  the  man  of  God 
lay  be  perfect,  thoroughly  furnished  unto  all  g|CK>d  yfOtVA.^^ 
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But  you  observe^  that  the  writer  adopts  the  trandatioiMor  oar  own 
yersiona.  And  in  page  69,  you  have  his  further  ideas  of  the  Scrip- 
ture: "  Whatsoever  tihings  were  written  aforetime,  were  written  for 
our  learning,  that  we  through  patience  and  comfort  of  the  Scriptures 
Miiight  have  hope.  Which  are  able  to  make  wise  unto  salvation, 
through  faith  which  is  in  Christ  Jesus;  all  Scripture  being  given  by 
inspiration  of  God,  and  is  profitable  for  doctrine,  for  reproof,  for  in- 
struction in  righteousness,  that  the  man  of  God  may  be  perfect,  tho- 
roughly furnished  unto  all  good  works.  No  prophecy  of  the  Scrip 
ture  is  of  any  private  interpretation;  for  the  prophecy  came  not  m 
old  time  by  the  will  of  man,  but  holy  men  of  God  spake  as  they  were 
moved  by  the  Holy  Ghost/' 

Here  he  gives  you  the  other  passage.  With  these  views  of  the  f 
Scripture,  he  sets  out  and  frames  questions  and  answers  for  the  in-  P 
struction  of  the  youth  of  his  society.  The  court  will  perceive  that 
the  questions  are  not  couched  in  Scripture  language,  but  in  his  own, 
and  they  define  and  determine  the  sense  in  which  the  answers  are  to 
,be  taken,  thereby  showing  that  it  was  his  intention  to  set  forth  his 
own  views  of  doctrine  in  his  own  language.  A  catechism  is  not 
drawn  up  by  ignorant  persons ;  its  object  is  not  to  ask  information, 
but  to  convey  instruction ;  and  in  deciding  on  the  views  of  its  author, 
you  arib  to  look  to  the  question  as  well  as  the  answer. 

I  refer  your  honours  to  page  2  of  the  work,  on  the  subject  of  the 
three  persons  in  one  God. 

I  next  cite  from  page  5,  on  the  subject  of  the  divinity  of  the  Si- 
viour: 

^  Q.  These  are  very  clear,  that  even  the  world  was  created  br 
Christ :  but  what  Scriptures  prove  the  divinity  of  Christ,  against  sacn 
as  falsely  deny  the  same  ? 

«  A.  And  the  Word  was  God.  John  i.  1, 

**  Whose  are  the  fathers,  and  of  whom,  as  concerning  the  flesh, 
Christ  came,  who  is  over  all,  God  blessed  for  ever.  Amen.  Bom. 
ix.  5. 

.  «  Who  being  in  the  form  of  God,  thought  it  no  robbery  to  be  equal 
with  God.  Phil.  ii.  6. 

«  And  we  know  that  the  Son  of  God  is  come,  and  hath  given  us  an 
understanding  that  we  may  know  him  that  is  true,  and  we  are  in  him 
that  is  true,  even  in  his  Son  Jesus  Christ:  this  is  the  true  God  and  ete^ 
Dal  life.  1  John  v.  20. 

<<  Q.  What  are  the  glorious  names  the  Scripture  gives  unto  Jesus 
Christ,  the  eternal  Son  of  God  ? 

"  A.  And  his  name  shall  be  called,  Wonderful,  Counsellor,  the 
Mighty  God,  the  Everlasting  Father,  the  Prince  of  Peace.  Isa.  ix.  6. 

•*  Who  is  the  image  of  the  invisible  God,  the  first-born  of  every 
creature.  Col.  i.  15. 

"Who  being  the  brightness  of  his  glory,  and  the  express  image 
of  his  person  (or  more  proper,  acco^ing  to  the  Greek,  of  his  sub- 
0tttaee).  Heb.  j.  8. 
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<<  And  he  was  clothed  with  a  vesture  dipt  in  blood ;  and  his  name 

called  the  Word  of  God.  Rev.  xix.  13.'^ 

So  also  on  page  7: 

^  Q.  After  what  manner  doth  the  Scripture  assert  the  conjunction 

d  unitj^  of  the  eternal  Son  of  God,  in  and  with  the  man  Christ 

BUS? 

<<  A.  And  the  Word  was  made  flesh,  and  dwelt  among  us  (and  we 

held  his  glory,  the  glory  as  of  the  only  begotten  of  the  Father)  full 

grace  and  truth.  John  i.  14. 

<<For  he  whom  God  hath  sent,  speaketh  the  words  of  God ;  for 

)d  giveth  not  the  Spirit  by  measure  unto  him.  John  iii.  34. 

<<  How  God  anointed  Jesus  of  Nazareth  with  the  Holy  Ghost  and 

ith  power,  who  went  about  doing  good,  and  healing  all  that  were 

•pressed  of  the  devil ;  for  Grod  *was  with  him.  Acts  x.  38. 

*<  For  it  pleased  the  Father,  that  in  him  should  all  fulness  dwell. 

a.  i.  19. 

^For  in  him  dwelleth  all  the  fulness  of  the  Godhead  bodily.  CoL 

9. 

^  In  him  are  hid  all  the  treasures  of  wisdom  and  knowledge.  Col. 

And  from  page  8,  on  the  doctrine  of  the  atonement: 
^  Q.  Was  Jesus  Christ  really  crucified  and  raised  again  ? 
<<  A.  For  I  delivered  unto  you  first  of  all,  that  which  I  also  received, 
•w  that  Christ  died  for  our  sins,  according  to  the  Scri^res:  and 
it  he  was  buried,  and  that  he  rose  again  the  third  day,  according  to 
B  Scriptures.  1  Cor.  xv.  3,  4. 

^  Q.  What  end  do  the  Scriptures  ascribe  unto  the  coming,  death, 
d  sufferings  of  Christ  ? 

^  A  For  mine  ey^  have  seen  thy  salvation,  which  thou  hast  pre- 
red  before  the  face  of  all  people.  A  light  to  lighten  the  Greotiles, 
d  the  glory  of  thy  people  Israel.  Luke  ii.  30,  31,  32. 
«  Whom  God  hath  set  forth  to  be  a  propitiation  through  faith  in 
I  blood,  to  declare  his  righteousness  for  the  remission  of  sins  that 
\  past,  through  the  forbearance  of  God.  Rom.  iii.  25. 
«  And  walk  in  love,  as  Christ  also  hath  loved  us,  and  hath  given 
mself  for  us,  an  offering  and  a  sacrifice  to  God  for  a  sweet  smelling 
rour.  Eph.  V.  2. 

<<  And  having  made  peace  through  the  blood  of  his  cross  by  him, 
reconcile  all  things  unto  himself ;  by  him,  I  say,  whether  they 
things  in  earth,  or  things'  in  heaven.  And  you  that  were  some  time 
enated,  and  enemies  in  your  minds  by  wicked  works;  yet  now 
kh  he  reconciled  in  the  body  of  his  flesh,  through  death,  to  present 
tt  holy,  unblamable,  and  unreprovable  in  his  sight  Col.  i.  W^ 
,  22.  « 

^  Neither  by  the  blood  of  goats  and  calves,  but  by  his  own  blood, 
entered  in  once  into  the  holy  place,  having  obtained  eternal  re- 
mption  for  us.  How  much  more  shall  the  blood  of.  Christ,  who 
rough  the  eternal  Spirit  offered  himself  without  spottoGod^^^os^ 
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your  coDflciences  from  dead  works  to  serve  the  living  Gk)d  ?  Heb.  ix. 

*  l^-  14. 

**  For  Christ  also  hath  once  suffered  for  sins,  the  just  for  the  unjust 
(that  he  might  bring  us  to  God)  being  put  to  death  in  the  flesh,  but 
Quickened  by  the  Spirit.  1  Pet.  iii.  18. 

<<  Hereby  perceive  we  the  love  of  God^  because  he  laid  down  his 
life  for  us.  1  John  iii.  16.  ^ 

*^  And  for  this  cause  he  is  the  mediator  of  the  Nctt  Testament, 
that  by  means  of  death  for  the  redemption  of  the  transgressions  that 
were  under  the  first  Testament,  they  which  are  .called,  might  receive 
the  promise  of  the  eternal  inheritance.  Heb.  ix.  15. 

^  Q.  Is  Christ  then  the  Mediator  ? 

^<  A.  For  there  is  one  God  and  one  Mediator  between  God  and 
man,  thelnan  Christ  Jesus,,  who  gave  himself  a  ransom  for  all,  to  be 
testified  in  due  time.  1  Tim.  ii.  5.** 

In  page  15,  you  have  another  passage  referring  to  the  atonement: 

^  Q.  But  seeing  that  such  allege,  that  it  is  because  of  Adam's  sin, 
that  many,  even  children,  are  damned ;  doth  not  the  Scripture  a?er, 
that  the  death  of  Christ  was  as  large  to  heal,  as  Adam's  sin  could  be 
to  condemn  ? 

<<  A.  For  if  through  the  offence  of  one,  many  be  dead,  much  more  '|i 
the  grace  of  God,  and  the  gift  by  grace,  which  is  by  one  man  Jesus    i 
Chnst     Therefore  as  by  the  offence  of  one,  judgment  came  upon  • 
all  men  to  condemnation^ ;  even  so  by  the  righteousness  of  one,  the 
free  gift  eame  upon  all  men  unto  justification  of  life.  Rom.  v.  15. 18. 

<^  Q.  That  proves  abundantly,  that  Christ's  death  is  of  sufficient 
extent,  to  make  up  any  hurt  Adam's  sin  brought  upon  mankind: 
what  is  then  the  cause  of  condemnation  ? 

^<  A.  He  that  believeth  on  him  is  not  condemned;  but  he  that 
believetli  not,  is  condemned  already,  because  he  hath  not  believed  in 
the  name  of  the  only  begotten  Son  of  God.  John  iii.  18. 

<<  And  with  all  deceivableness  of  unrighteousness  in  them  that 
perish,  because  they  received  not  the  love  of  the  truth,  that  they 
might  be  saved.  And  for  this  cause  God  shall  send  them  strong  de> 
lusion,  that  they  should  believe  a  lie,  that  they  all  might  be  damned 
who  believe  not  the  truths  but  had  pleasure  in  unrighteousness. 
2Thes.ii.lO,  11,  12." 

The  object  of  this  was  to  show,  that  in  addition  to  the  atonement 
of  Jes«B  Christ,  there  is  something  more  required ;  that  the  atone- 
ment is  a  remission  of  sins  that  are  past^  but  that  faith  is  essential  to 
complete  the  work., 

I  next  refer  to  the  discipline  of  the  yearly  meeting  of  Philadel- 
phia; and  this,  as  the  Chief  Justice  has  observed,  may  with  propriety 
oe  called  the  constitution  of  the  society.     In  p.  12,  it  says : 

<<This  meeting  doth  earnestly  exhort  all  parents,  heads  of  fami- 
lies and  guardians  of  minors,  that  they  prevent,  as  much  as  in  them 
lies,  their  children,  and  others  under  their  care  and  tuition,  from 
htmng  or  reading  books  and  papers  tending  to  prgwUce  the  prO' 
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h$9ion  qf  the  christian  religion^  to  create  the  least  doubt  coa-, 
Tning  the  authenticity  of  the  Holy  Scriptures^  or  qf  those  saving 
miha  declared  in  them  ;  lest  their  infaDt  and  feeble  minds  should 
» poisoned  thereby,  and  a  foundation  laid  for  the  greatest  eyilSp— 
nd  Friends  are  desired  to  be  careful  in  the  choice  of  all  books  in 
hich  their  children  and  families  read,  seeing  there  are  many  under 
le  specious  titles  of  promoting  religion  and  morality,  which  contain 
(Dtiments  repugnant  to  the  truth  in  Christ  Jesus.'' 
And  in  p.  100  there  is  a  passage  which  deserves  attention. 
<<  That  they  excite  them  to  the  diligent  reading  of  those  excellent 
ritings,  which  plainly  set  forth  the  miraculous  conception^  birth^ 
"Ay  lifcj  wonderful  works,  blessed  example^  meritorious  death- 
nd  glorious  resurrection,  ascension   and  mediation  qf  our 
4Mrd  and  Saviour  Jesus  Christ ;  and  to  educate  their  children 
I  the  belief  of  those  important  truths,  as  well  as  in  the  belief  of 
le  inward  manifestation  and  operation  of  the  holy  Spirit  on  their 
im  minds,  that  they  may  reap  the  benefit  and  advantage  thereof, 
tr  their  own  peace  and  everlasting  happiness ;  which  is  infinitely 
referable  to  all  other  considerations." 

These  are  the  doctrines  in  which,  by  the  constitution  of  the  yearly 
leeting  at  Philadelphia,  the  children  of  the  society  are  to  be  in- 
racted.  In  p.  23  there  are  two  other  passages : 
^* if  any  in  membership  with  us  shall  blaspheme,  or  speak  pro- 
nely of  Almighty  God,  Christ  Jesus,  or  the  Holy  Spirit,  be  or  she 
ight  early  to  be  tenderly  treated  with  for  their  instruction,  and  the 
invincement  of  their  understanding^  that  they  may  experience  re- 
sniance  and  forgiveness;  but  should  any,  notwithstanding  this  bro- 
lerly  labour,  persist  in  their  error,  or  deny  the  divinity  of  our  Lord 
id  Saviour  Jesus  Christ,  the  immediate  revelation  of  the  Holy 
pint,  of  the  authenticity  of  the  Scriptures,  as  it  is  manifest  they 
«  not  one  in  faith  with  us,  the  monthly  meeting  where  the  party ' 
4ongs,  having  extended  due  care  for  the  help  and  benefit  of  the  in- 
ividual  without  efiect,  ought  to  declare  the  same,  and  issue  their 
stimony  accordingly." 

You  have  here  a  distinct  recognition  of  the  three  great  cardinal 
letrines  of  the  divinity  of  the  Saviour,  his  atonement,  and  the  ia- 
iration  of  the  Scriptures;  accompanied,  in  the  first  place,  by  an 
junction,  that  if  any  one  of  the  members  speak  profanely  of  them, 
denies  them,  he  is  to  be  dealt  with  according  to  certain  prescribed 
rms ;  and  that  if  he  still  persists  in  his  denial,  the  society  is  to  de- 
u«  that  he  is  no  longer  in  the  same  faith  with  them.  The  counsel 
s  said,  that  the  provisions  last  mentioned  are  no  more  than  are  con- 
ned in  the  law  of  New  Jersey.  I  call  the  attention  of  the  court 
the  statute  of  New  Jersey  on  this  subject,  which  was  based  on  the 
n  that  the  people  of  this  state,  as  a  community,  believed  in  the 
ctrine  of  the  trinity.  Socinians  and  unitarians  had  not  gained 
mind  in  this  state — they  had  no  churches  at  that  time.  But  the 
{islature  proceeded  on  a  true  printMple ;  they  recognized  tokcar 
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iioD  and  religious  freedom ;  and  persons  were  permitted  to  entertain 
their  own  opinions,  although  they  might  differ  from  the  religious 
iocieties  of  the  state.  But  they  said  that  a  man  ought  npt  to  revile 
the  prevailing  doctrines  of  the  community  in  which  he  lived^aod 
they,  therefore,  passed  an  act,  in  which  it  is  provided  as  follows : 

<<  That  if  any  person  shall  wilfully  blaspheme  the  holy  name  of 
God,  by  denying,  cursing,  or  contumeliously  reproaching  his  being 
or  providence,  by  cursing  or  contumeliously  reproaching  Jesua 
Christ,  or  the  Holy  Ghost,  or  the  christian  religion,  or  the  holy 
Word  of  God,  that  is,  the  canonical  Scriptures,  contained  in  the 
books  of  the  Old  and  New  Testament,  or  by  profanely  scoffing  at, 
or  exposing  them,  or  any  of  them  to  contempt  and  ridicule,  then 
every  person  so  offending  shall,  on  conviction,  be  punished  by  a  fine, 
not  exceeding  two  hundreid  dollars,  or  an  imprisonment  at  hard  labour, 
not  exceeding  twelve  months,  or  both,  at  the  discretion  of  the  court'' 

The  object  of  this  enactment  was  not  to  prevent  men  from  enjoy- 
ing their  own  rdigious  opinions,  (except  absolute  atheists,  and  they 
were  punishable  for  the  bare  denial  of  the  existence  of  the  Deity,) 
but  that,  in  respect  to  the  peculiar  doctrines  alluded  to,  they  were  not 
at  liberty  to  revile  or  speak  disrespectfully  of  them.  It  is  no  argu- 
ment for  the  gentleman  to  tell  us,  that  because  the  legislature  passed 
this  act,  based,  as  it  was,  on  the  ground  that  the  religious  societieB 
of  the  state  recognized  the  doctrines,  these  peculiar  doctrines,  that 
therefore  a  religious  society  which  disowned  members  for  denying 
the  same  doctrines,  did  not  require  a  belief  in  them,  and  that  such 
belief  was  not  fundamental.  The  argument  fairly  deduciUe  from 
it  is  directly  the  other  way.  * 

This  discipline  goes  further  than  the  laws  on  this'  subject  To 
render  a  person  amenable  to  the  laws,  he  must  curse,  revile,  or  re- 
proach the  doctrines  set  forth  ;  but  here,  a  mere  denial  of  them,  if 
persisted  in,  constitutes  a  ground  of  disownment.  It  shows  elearly 
that  the  intention  of  the  society  of  Friends  was  to  avow  and  hold 
forth  these  as  their  religious  doctrines. 

Is  this  discipline  binding  on  the  society  ?  why,  it  is  almost  a  work 
of  supererogation  to  undertake  to  show  that  it  is  so.  Even  the  wit- 
nesses on  the  other  side  do  not  deny  it;  and  Halliday  Jackson  admits 
it  But  I  would  call  your  attention  to  the  manner  in  which  £hey 
l^t  over  the  passages  there  contained  relating  to  this  subject  When 
A  witness  is  asked  the  question,  <<  are  your  .society  bound  by  the 
assages  set  forth  in  the  discipline,  as  to  doctrine,"  he  replies,  that 
e  will  not  answer.  Now,  these  men  claim  to  be  members  of  the 
society  of  Friends ;  to  be  carrying  on  the  yearly  meeting  at  Phila- 
delphia, to  be  carrying  on  all  the  subordinate  meetings  which  are 
littached  to  it ;  and  are  these  men  to  have  the  control  of  this  im- 

Crtant  fund  ?  men  who  claim  to  be  the  exclusive  constituent  mem- 
rs  of  this  religious  society,  and  who,  when  asked  if  they  are  bound 
to  maintain  the  doctrines  which  are  clearly  put  forth  in  their  disci- 
pline and  are  the  very  basis  «f  ^heir  institution,  cast  themselves  on 
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letr  cooseiencesy  and  refufle  to  answer  the'lnquiry  ?    Such  was  the 
■Umony  of  Abraham  Lower. 

I  have  been  referring  the  court  to  such  documents  as  partake  of  t 
ublic  and  official  character.  There  is  one  more  which  so  far  par- 
kas of  that  character  as  to  be  fairly  introduced  among  them.  It  is 
le  letter  of  George  Fox,  to  the  society  of  Friends  in  Barbadoes. 
;  has  been  so  frequently  published  by  the  society,  and  spoken  of  in 
ich  high  terms,  that  we  ousht  not  to  pass  over  it  here. 

**  Whereas  many  scandalous  lies  and  slanders  have  been  cast 
pon  us,  to  render  us  odious;  as  that  <  We  deny  God,  Christ  Jesus, 
id  the  Scriptures  of  truth,'  &c.  This  is  to  inform  you,  that  all  our 
ooka  and  declarations,  which  for  these  many  years  have  been  pub- 
shed  to  the  world,  clearly  testify  the  contrary.  Yet,  for  your  satia- 
letion,  we  now  plainly  and  sincerely  declare,  that, we  own  and 
elieve  in  the  only  wise,  omnipotent,  and  everlasting  God,  the  cre- 
kor  of  all  things  in  heaven  and  earth,  and  the  preserver  of  all  things  that 
e  hath  made:  who  is  God  overfall,  blessed  for  ever;  to  whom  be- 
ll honour,  glory,  dominion,  praise  and  thanksgiving,  both  now  and 
}r  evermore!  And  we  own  and  believe  Jn  Jesus  Christ,  his  be^ 
9ved  and  only  begotten  Son,  in  whom  he  is  well  pleased;  who  was 
ODceived  by  the  Holy  Ghost,  and  born  of  the  Virgin  Mary;  in 
rhom  we  have  redemption  through  his  blood,  even  the  forgiveoees 
fains ;  who  is  the  express  image  of  the  Invisible  Grod,  the  first-born 
f  every  creature,  by  whom  were  all  things  created  that  are  in  hea-> 
^en  and  in  earth,  visible  and  invisible,  whether  they  be  thrones,  do- 
ninioDS,  principalities,  or  powers;  all  things  were  created  by  him. 
^nd  we  own  and  believe  that  he  was  made  a  sacrifice  for  sin,  who 
mew  no  sin,  neither  was  guile  found  in  his  mouth;  that  he  was  cru- 
iilfied  for  us  in  the  flesh,  without  the  gates  of  Jerusalem ;  and  that 
le  was  buried,  and  rose  again  the  third  day  by  the  power  of  his  Ftf- 
ker,  for  our  justification ;  and  that  he  ascended  up  into  heaven,  and 
low  sitteth  at  the  right  hand  of  God.  This  Jesus,  who  was  the 
Somodation  of  the  holy  prophets  and  apostles,  is  our  foundation;  and 
ire  believe  there  is  no  other  foundation  to  be  laid  but  that  which  is 
Itkly  even  Christ  Jesus:  who  tasted  death  for  every  man,  shedhis  blood 
br  all  men,  is  the  propitiation  for  our  sins,  and  not  for  ours  only, 
bat  also  for  the  sins  of  the  whole  world:  according  as  John  the 
Baptist  testified  of  him,  when  he  said,  <  Behold  the  Lamb  of  Grod, 
that  taketh  away  the  sins  of  the  world.'  John  i.  29.  We  believe 
that  he  alone  is  our  Redeemer  and  Saviour,  the  captain  of  our  salva- 
tioo,  who  saves  us  from  sin,  as  well  as  from  hell  and  the  wrath  to 
eome^and  destroys  the  devil  and  his  works ;  he  is  the  seed  of  the 
vroman  that  bruises  the  serpent's  head,  to  wit,  Christ  Jesus,  the  Alpha 
ind  Omega>  the  first  and  the  last  He  is  (as  the  Scriptures  of  truth 
my  of  him)  our  wisdom,  righteousnesa*  Justification,  and  redemption;  ^ 
aeither  is  tiiere  salvation  in  any  other,  for  there  is  no  other  namenin- 
der  heaven  given  amon j;  men,  whereby  we  majr  be  saved.  He  alone 
i%  the  shqpiberd  and  bishop  of  our  souls:  he  is  our  prophet^  whotBL 
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Moses  long  since  testified  of,  saying,  <  A  prophet  shall  Ae  Lord  your 
God  raise  up  unto  you  of  your  brethren,  like  unto  me ;  him  shall  ye 
hear  in  all  things,  whatsoever  he  shall  say  unto  you:  and  it  shall 
come  to  pass,  that  every  soul  that  will  not  hear  that  prophet  shall  be 
destroyed  from  among  the  people.'  Acts  ii.  22^  23.  He  is  now  come  in 
Spirit,  'and  hath  given  us  an  understanding,  that  we  may  know  him 
that  is  true.'  He  rules  in  our  hearts  by  his  law  of  love  and  life,  and 
makes  us  free  from  the  law  of  sin  and  death.  We  have  no  life,  bat 
by  him;  for  he  is  the  quickening  spirit,  the  second  Adam,  the  Lord 
from  heaven,  by  whose  blood  we  arc  cleansed,  and  our  consciences 
qjrinkled  from  dead  works,  to  serve  the  living  God.  He  is  oar 
'Mediator,  who  mak^s  peace  and  reconciliation  between  God  offended 
and  us  offending;  he  being  the  oath  of  God,  the  new  covenant  of 
light,  life,  grace,  and  peace,  the  author  and  finisherof  our  faith.  This 
Lord  Jesus  Christ,  the  heavenly  man,  the  Eknanuel,  God  with  us, 
*  we  all  own  and  believe  in;  he  whom  the  high-priest  raged  against, 
and  said  he  had  spoken  blasphemy;  whom  the  priests  and  elders  of 
the  Jews  took  counsel  together  against,  and  put  to  death  ;  the  same 
whom  Judas  betrayed  for  thirty  pieces  of  silver,  which  the  priest 
gave  him  as  a  reward  for  his  treason;  who  also  gave  large  money  to 
the  soldiers  to  broach  a  horrible  lie,  namely,  <  That  his  drsciple^rcame 
and  stole  him  away  by  night  whilst  they  slept.'  After  he  was  risen 
from  the  dead,  the  history  of  the  Acts  of  the  Apostles  sets  forth  how 
the  chief  priests  and  elders  persecuted  the  disciples  of  this  Jesus,  for 

J  reaching  Christ  and  his  resurrection.  This,  we  say,  is  that  Lord 
esus  Christ,  whom  we  own  to  be  our  life  and  salvation. 
**  Concerning  the.Holy  Scriptures,  we  believe  they  were  given  forth 
by  the  holy  Spirit  of  God,  through  the  holy  men  of  God,  who  (as 
the  Scripture  itself  declares,  2  Pet  K  21. )  <  spoke  as  they  were  moved 
by  the  Holy  Ghost'  We  believe  they  are  to  be  read,  believed,  and 
iulfilled  (he  that  fulfils  them  is  Christ) ;  and  they  are  ^  profitable  for 
reproof,  for  correction,  and  for  instruction  in  righteousness,  that  the 
man  of  God  may  be  perfect,  thoroughly  furnished  unto  all  good 
works/  2  Tim.  iii.  19,  <and  are  able  to  make  wise  unto  salvation, 
through  faith  in  Christ  Jesus.'  We  believe  the  Holy  Scriptures  are 
the  words  of  God;  for  it  is  said  in  Exodus  xx.  1,  ^God  spake  all 
,  these  words,  saying,'  &c.  meaning  the  ten  com/nand men ts  given  forth 
«pon  mount  Sinai.  And  in  Rev.  xxii.  18,  saith  John,  <  I  testify  to 
every  pian  that  heareth  the  words  of  the  prophecy  of  this  book,  if 
any  man  addeth  unto  these,  and  if  any  man  shall  take  away  from 
the  words  of  the  book  of  this  prophecy'  (not  the  Word),  &c.  So  in 
Luke  i.  20.  <  Because  thou  believest  not  my  words.'  And  in  John 
V.  47.  XV.  7.  xiv.  23.  xii.  47.  So  that  we  call  the  Holy  Scriptures, 
18  Christ,  the  apostles,  and  holy  men  of  God  called  them,  viz.  the 
words  of  God."     (See  Journal,  vol.  ii.  p.  145.) 

I  have  now  done  with  these  documents  which  are  of  an  authorita- 
tive character  ;  and  I  Ihink  I  may  ck>se  this  portion  of  my  subject 
with  joining  in  the  remark  o^  a  oumb^  of  witnesses}  that  no  reli- 
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jiOOB  flociefy  have  so  frequently  had  occasion  to  publish  to  the  worid 
heir  faith  or  doctrines,  as  the  society  of  Friends ;  atid  we  find  that 
\imy  were  precisely  such  as  are  here  set  up  by  Hendrickson  and  his 
•rty. 

Before  I  proceed  further,  allow  me  to  refer  the  counsel  on  the 
ither  side  to  a  passage  in  the  testimony.  When  I  stated  that  Abra- 
lam  Lower,  although  he  admitted  the  discipline  to  be  binding,  yet 
hat  when  asked,  if  those  passages  relating  to  doctrines  were  obliga- 
ory,  he  refused  to  answer  the  question,  I -was  interrupted  by  the 
earned  gentleman,  who  inquired  where  I  found  my  authority.  I  now 
"efer  the  gentleman  to  the  1st  vol.  of  Evid.  page  382: 

*^  Q.  By  the  discipline  and  usages  of  the  society  of  Friends,  have 
hey  a  right  to  treat  ^ith,  and  if  persisted  in,  to  disown  any  of  their 
members,  who  in  the  course  of  their  ministry,  shall  propagate  senti- 
ments repugnant  to  the  principles  and  doctrines  which  have  always 
been  held  fundamental  by  the  society  ? 

<<  Mr.  Price.  I  object  to  that  question  ;  the  discipline  itself  being 
die  best  evidence  as  to  th^  matter. 

*^  Mr.  Sloan.  The  witness  will  please  to  give  us  his  answer. 

«  Witness.  As  a  member  of  the  religious  society  of  Friends,  I  ac- 
knowledge myself  bound  to  be  governed  by  its  discipline  in  all 
Qungs  of  an  external  character;  beyond  which,  no  rule  of  an  external 
nature  I  apprehend  can  apply. 

'<  Q.  In  things  of  an  external  character^  do  you  mean  to  include  the 
oontiniied  public  expression  of  unsound  doctrines  by  a  minister  or 
member  of  that  society  ? 

<*  A.  I  tiiink  in  any  investigations  of  temporal  tribunals  in  this 
country,  that  it  is  repugnant  to  our  excellent  institutions  of  civil  go^^ 
temment  for  them  to  interfere  in  doctrines. 

^  Q.  In  the  administration  of  the  discipline  of  the  society  of 
Friends,  have  the  ministers  of  that  society  ever  been  held  amenable 
to  the  soeiety  for  the  soundness  of  their  ministry  ?. 

*<  A.  I  refer  to  my  last  answer. 

<<Q.  By  referring  to  your  last  answer,  do  you  mean  to  refuse  to 
answer  ekher  of  the  last  two  questions  ? 

<*  A.  I  mean  tliat  as  an  answer  to  the  question. — I  understand  my 
own  conscientious  feelings,  and  the  rights  of  the  citizens  of  this 
country,  and  the  duties  of  courts,  or  any  institutions  under  them,  with 
regard  to  intermeddling  with  religious  opinions;  and  therefore  think 
myself  not  under  an  (Obligation  to  encourage  anything  that  goes  to 
iofiringe  the  right  of  private  judgment 

<<  Q.  Do  you  refuse  to  answer  the  last  three  questions,  and  the  one 
immediately  preceding,  out  of  which  they  grew,  viz:  by  the  disci- 
pline and  usages  of  the  society  of  Friends,  have  they  a  right  to  treat 
with^  and  if  persisted  in,  to  disown  any  of  their  members,  who  in  the 
course  of  their  ministry  shall  propagate  sentiments  repugnant  to  the 
prmciples  and  doctrines  which  have  always  been  held  fundamental 


by  the  society,  and  which*  questions  relate  to  the  administration  of 
the  discipline  ? 

<<  A.  I  deny  the  authority  or  right  of  a  temporal  court  to  interfere 
with  things  purely  spiritual. 

**  Will  you  answer  the  question,  yes  or  no  ? 
-    **  A.  What  I  have  said  is  my  answer. " 

Or  of  this  rule,  page  383  : 

<^Q.  Is  a  violation  of  the  following  rule  of  discipline,  to  wit,  Mf 
any  in  membership  with  us  shall  blaspheme,  or  speak  profanely  of 
Almighty  God,  Christ^esus,  or  the  Holy  Spirit,  ht  or  she  ought 
early  to  be  tenderly  treated  with,  for  their  instruction  and  the  cod- 
yincement  of  their  understanding,  that  they  may  experience  repent- 
ance and  forgiveness;  but  should  any,  notwithstanding  this  brotherly 
labour,  persist  in  their  error,  or  deny  the  divinity  of  our  Lord  and 
Saviour  Jesus  Christ,  the  immediate  revelation  of  the  Holy  Spirit,  or 
the  authenticity  of  the  Scriptures,  as  it  is  manifest  they  are  not  one  in 
&ith  with  us,  the  monthly  meeting  where  the  party  belongs  having 
extended  due  care  for  the  help  and  benefit  of  the  individual  without 
effect,  ought  to  declare  the  same,  and  issue  their  testimony  accord- 
ingly;' or  of  this  rule,  viz.  <  We  tenderly  and  earnestly  advise  and 
exhort  all  parents  and  heads  of  families  that  they  endeavour  to  instruct 
their  children  and  families  in  the  doctrines  and  precepts  of  the  chris- 
tian religion  as  contained  in  the  Scriptures,  and  they  excite  them  to 
the  diligent  reading  of  those  excellent  writings,  which  plainly  set 
forth  the  miraculous  conception,  birth,  holy  life,  wonderful  works, 
blessed  example,  meritorious  death,  and  glorious  resurrection,  ascen- 
sion, and  mediation  of  our  Lord  and  Saviour  Jesus  Christ;  and  to 
educate  their  children  in  the  belief  of  those  important  truths,  as  well 
as  in  a  belief  of  the  inward  manifestation  and  operation  of  the  Holy 
Spirit  on  their  own  minds,  that  they  may  reap  the  benefit  and  advan- 
taee  thereof,  for  their  own  peace  and  everlasting  happiness^  which  is 
infinitely  preferable  to  all  other  considerations,'  a  subject  for  which  a 
member  or  members  of  the  society  may  be  treated  with^  and  if  they 
persist  in  disregarding  these  rules,  be  disowned  ? 

<<  A.  I  think,  that  this  question  is  an  interference  of  this  commis- 
sion in  spiritual  things  which  don't  become  them,  according  to  the 
restrictions  of  the  constitution  with  respect  to  the  opinions  of  the 
citizens." 

My  position  is,  that  there  is  a  difference  between  the  two  parties 
on  the  question  of  doctrine.  We  allege  that  certain  documents  are 
fundamental ;  and  they  admit  that  there  are  certain  fundamental 
doctrines ;  and  yet  that,  I  say,  when,  for  the  proper  and  legitimate 
purpose  of  testing  what  those  doctrines  are,  I  come  to  the  cardinal 
points  in  the  discipline,  they  immediately  take  flight,  and,  they  being 
daimants  too,  refuse  to  answer  the  questions  which  we  ask  them. 
And  in  p.  38,  vol.  ii.  we  have  the  same  thing.  Here  then,  is  a 
party,  admitted  this  to  be^the  constitution  of  their  society,  and  also 
admitting  it4o  be  binding  upon  the  members,  charged  witii  seceding 


from  these  doctrines,  which  are  shown  to  have  been  held  by  the 
primitive  Friends ;  anil  yet  in  the  very  same  breath  in  wliich  they 
exhibit  their  claims  to  be  considered  the  true  adherents  to  the  prin-. 
ciplea  of  that  society,  and  acknowledging  tliat  constitutisa  as  obliga- 
tory, they  deny  your  right  lo  go  into  the  most  important  qvieation 
■which  is  involved  in  the  cause. 

The  next  piece  of  evidence  to  which  I  shall  call  the  attention  of 
the  court,  is  as  to  the  preaching  of  approved  miaislers  in  England 
and  in  this  country,  on  this  subject ;  and  all  our  witnesses  testify 
that  previous  (o  the  separation,  the  ministers  regularly  poured  forth 
those  doctrines  in  the  presence  of  their  hearers.  I  will  not  occupy 
your  time  by  going  over  the  whole  of  them,  for  they  are  very 
numerous;  but  I  will  pass  on  to  the  evidence  of  an  aged  and 
venerable  witness,  born  in  the  year  1746,  and  who  has  testified  to 
this  point.  1  alludr  to  U'illiam  Jackson.  In  vol.  1,  p.  98,  he  says: 
"  I  am  a  member  of  ihe  society  of  Friends — according  to  the  re- 
cord of  my  birtli,  I  wa?  born  on  the  14th  day  of  seventh  months 
1746,  and  I  have  been  a  member  of  the  society  from  my  birtK — my 
parents  and  grandparents  before  me,  were  members  of,  and  intimate 
with  the  leading  members  of  the  society  ;  from  the  period  of  my 
earliest  recollection,  I  have  been  In  the  habit  of  attending  the  meetings 
of  the  society  ;  as  well  meetings  of  business  as  of  worship — have 
been  a  minister  in  that  society  since  about  the  year  '75,  and  prior  to 
that  lime  had  been  in  the  habit  of  taking  an  active  ptirC  in  conduct- 
ing the  affairs  of  the  society,  in  some  respects.  I  have  travelled  ex- 
tensively in  this  country,  and  in  Europe,  that  is,  in  England,  Ire- 
land, Scotland,  and  Wales,  where  there  were  Friends,  visiting  the 
different  meetings  of  the  society.  In  those  travels  I  had  many  op- 
portunities of  hearing  many  of  the  most  eminent  ministers  of  the 
society,  as  well  as  of  private  intercourse  with  them — have  otiea 
heard  such  ministers,  both  in  their  public  testimonies  and  private 
discourses.  I  can  name  some  of  those  eminent  ministers.  I  think 
Samuel  Fothergill  was  the  first  I  can  name  i  he  had  several  meetings 
where  I  heard  him — after  him,  from  England,  I  could  name  Thomas 
Gclhrup,  Samuel  Spavold,  William  Ricket;  these  were  some  of  the 
first  in  my  remembrance  ;  and  I  have  named  them  in  rotation,  as  I 
beard  them.  These  were  all  before  the  year  1760.  From  that 
period  down,  there  were  a  great  number.  John  Storer,  John 
Griffith,  Samuel  Neal,  Robert  Walker,  these  were  all  before  the  re- 
volutionary war,  (:«ome  of  those  named  above,  as  being  "before  1760, 
came  over  the  second  time,}  there  were  others  also  Asides  these, 
that  I  have  not  named.  At  the  conclusion  of  the  war,  and  a  very 
short  time  after  it,  John  Storer  came  a  second  time,  and  John 
Townsend,  and  Thomas  Colly.  Approved  ministers  of  the  society 
have  been  in  the  habit  of  visiting  this  country,  at  intervals,  from 
that  lime  to  the  present.  I  recollect  several  eminent  ministers  of 
the  society,  of  this  country,  at  the  periods  of  which  I  have  spoken. 
John  Churchman,  William  Brown,  Daniel  Stanton,  Joseph  White, 
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John  Scarborough,  Thomas  Ross,  Isaac  Andrews,  Mark  Reeve,  John 
Reeve,  William  Mallhews,  Isaac  Everitt ;  there  were  many  others. 
The  greater  part  of  these  mentioned,  have  been  deceased  from  forty 
to  sixty  years  ago;  some  of  them  I  have  travelled  with.    All  of  those 
mentioned,  were  approved  ministers,  of  standing  in  the  society  of 
Friends — divers  of  them   visited  Friends  in  Europe   at  differeHt 
times.     I  had  an  opportunity  of  hearing  the  public  testimonies  of 
all  those  I  have  mentioned,  as  well  as  others,  who  were  contempo- 
rary with  them  :  and  also  the  private  discourses  of  many  of  them. 
From  these  sources  I  got  my  acquaintance  with  the  principles  and 
doctrines  of  the  society,  so  far  as  what  could  be  obtained  in  that 
way — by  these  sources,  I  mean,  from  the  public  testimonies  and  pri- 
vate discourses  of  those  eminent  ministers,  as  well  as  what  was 
written  and  published  by  the  society.     I  still  continue  my  attend- 
ance at  the  yearly  meeting  of  that  society,  held  in  Philadelphia.    I 
have  had  continued  intercourse  with  eminent  and  approved  minis- 
ters of  the  society,  and  those  who  have  been  active  in  teaching  its 
principles  and  doctrines.     The  principles  and  doctrines  held  by  the 
society,  at  the  present  time,  as  fundamental  of  the  christian  religion, 
are  the  same  principles  and  doctrines  which  were  held  by  them  at 
the  early  times  I  have  mentioned — I  know  of  no  alteration.     The 
principles  and  doctrines  taught  by  the  approved  ministers  of  the  so- 
ciety, of  the  present  day,  are  the  same  with  those  taught  by  Samuel 
Fothergill,  and  the  other  eminent  ministers  of  former  times,  of 
whom  1  have  spoken.     I  have  never  heard  anything  to  the  con- 
trary.    From  the  year  1767,  until  now,  I  have  been  in  the  habit  of 
regular  attendance  at  the  yearly  meeting  of  Friends,  in  Philadel- 
phia.    It  has.  been  held  in  the  city  of  Philadelphia  from  that  time 
until  the  present     During  all  that  time,  I  have  not  known  of  a 
yearly  meeting  convening  at  a  different  time,  or  place,  from  that  to 
which  it  stood  adjourned  at  the  previous  year.     The  general  lan- 
guage of  the  concluding  minute  of  the  yearly  meeting,  respecting 
the  adjournment,  is,  that  the  next  meeting  be  held  <at  the  usual  time 
and  place.'     If  a  change  of  time,  or  place,  is  contemplated  by  the 
meeting,  that  change  should  appear  in  the  minute.     I  am  acquainted 
with  the  mode  of  conducting  the  business  of  the  yearly  meetings. 
There  has  no  material  change  taken  place  in  the  mode  or  manner  of 
conducting  the  business  of  the  yearly  meetings  within  my  remem- 
brance ;  it  is  still  conducted  in  the  same  manner  that  it  formerly 
was.     The  yearly  meeting,  held  in  Mulberry,  or  Arch  street,  Phila- 
delphia, is  the  same  meeting  that  I  have  spoken  of  as  first  attending 
in  1767,  having  been  continued  from  that  time  to  the  present,  by  re- 

fular  adjournments.  From  the  earliest  times,  to  the  present,  it  has 
een  the  practice  of  the  society  to  disown  members,  who  make  public 
avowal  of  a  departure  from  our  doctrines,  principles,  or  testimonies, 
if  they  persist  in  it  We  consider  them  as  not  belonging  to  us,  ac- 
cording to  the  language  of  Scripture  :  <  They  went  out  from  us,  be- 
cause uiey  were  not  of  us.'    I  have  knowledge  of  instances  of  dis- 
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iwnment  for  denial  of  the  proper  divinity  of  our  Saviour,  and  the 
livine  oulhority  of  the  Scripliires." 

And  in  p.  100,  he  stales  that  the  doctrines  were  the  name  as  we 
lave  set  forth.  You  have  here  a  witness,  a  minister  of  (he  gospel 
f  the  society  of  Friends,  who  has  been  so  from  his  youth  ;  whose 
lead  must  soon  be  laid  silently  in  the  grave ;  whose  life  and  memory 
un  back  through  nearly  three  generations  o^men  ;  who  has  travel- 
ed over  the  cbrislian  world  wherever  the  members  of  this  society 
re  to  be  found  ;  who  has  himself  preached  and  heard  others  preach 
a  doctrines,  both  here  and  in  Europe  ;  and  he  B<iys,  thai  the  doc- 
rines  which  we  have  laid  before  the  court,  are  the  same  which  have 
ervaded  the  society  for  the  last  three  generations.  What  is  there 
9  con  trad  ict'this  conclusive  piece  of  testimony  ?  What  witness  on 
he  other  side  has  dared  to  deny  it?  What  witness  on  the  other 
ide  has  dared  to  raise  his  voice  and  fell  what  is  his  belief,  or  that  of 
he  body  to  which  he  belongs  ?  Not  one;  Ihsy  have  not  dared  to 
Itempt  a  disposal  of  thi:  testimony;  they  are  convicted  of  that  which 
hey  erroneously  charged  upon  George  Fox ;  they  are  "afraid  to 
«me  out," 

In  ascertaining  the  doctrines  of  a  religious  society,  great  weight 
s  to  be  attached  lo  the  preaching  of  the  gospel  ill  that  society.  One 
if  the  great  objects  in  establishing  it,  is  to  promote  the  dimision  of 
uch  doctrines  as  they  adhere  to.  Catechisms  are  prepat«d  for  the 
nslruction  of  the  young;  ministers  are  provided  for  the  bettel*  in- 
Drmatlon  of  the  whole  body  ;  and  there  is  a  passage  in  the  disci- 
iline,  which  especially  shows  the  great  care,  the  vratchful  guardian- 
hip  which  have  been  exercised  by  this  society  over  all  its  ministers 
nd  elders,  in  order  to  prevent  the  preaching  of  any  other  than  thb» 
we  faith  and  doctrines  which  they  professed  and' maintained.  A 
eport  is  to  be  made  every  three  months,  In  answer  lo  this  emphatic 
uery :  "Are  they  sound  in  word  and  doctrine?"  If  they  teach 
nsound  doctrines  they  are  to  be  dealt  with  accordingly.-  Can  you 
elieve  that  a  society  entertaining  certain  doctrines,  wouM  tolerate 
liat  all  sorts  of  jarring  and  discordant  sentiments  should  be  preached 
mong  them?  The  absurdity  of  such  a  theory  is  too  glaring  to 
dmit  of  a  moment's  consideration.     ^ 

The  doctrines  wc  have  set  forth,  are  shown  by  the  witnesses  to 
ave  been  those  entertained  by  the  society  of  Friends.  Samtrel 
iettle,  in  vol.  1st  p.  58  and  59 ;  Thomas  Willis,  in  p.  108 ;  Thomas 
Ivans,  in  p.  102;  and  William  Jackson,  in  p.  100 — all  testify  to  this 
loinL  As  the  cotirl  has  heard  the  depositions  read,  and  has  afl  op- 
orUinity  of  referring  to  them  at  their  leisure,  I  will  not  rfead  Hum 
gain. 

I  shall  next  call  the  attention  of  foar  honours  to  the  Sfandttra    , 
rorks  of  the  society  of  Friends,  remarking,  lir«t,  that  .the'ptoof 
rhich  we  have  oifered  on  the  subjetrt  of  doctrifie,  fs  furnished  by 
ged,  intelligent,  and  respectable  Witnesses,  who  were  fully  cotiM. 
ent  to  prove  what  these  doctrioes  were.     And  when  you  find  ffiU 
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testimony  run  back  to  a  period  prior  to  the  revolution,  when  you 
find  it  going  fully  to  prove  that  such  were  the  doctrines  maintained 
not  only  in  England  but  here,  the  court,  I  think,  should  attach  a 
high  degree  of  importance  to  the  statements  which  are  given. 

A  person  called  on  to  investigate  the  doctrines  of  any  society  or 
sect,  will,  of  course,  look  into  their  standard  works,  and  he  ought  to 
pay  particular  attention  to  those  authors  who  professedly  treat  on 
doctrinal  subjects*  The  society  of  Friends  established  a  meeting  to 
superintend  publications  of  this  character  ;  and  whenever  such 
works  have  been  put  forth,  they  have  always  been  previously  in- 
spected and  approved.  See  the  1st  vol.  of  Ev.  p.  24 ;  and  for 
proof  of  the  standard  works,  see  the  testimony  of  Samuel  Bettle, 
p.  59 ;  Willis,  145 ;  Samuel  Parsons,  203.  We  shall,  therefore,  pro- 
ceed to  lay  before  the  court  some  passages  from  these  standard 
works ;  and  we  shall  take  up  all  the  different  heads  as  they  are 
stated  in  our  answer^ to  the  bill  of  interpleader.  The  first  subject  is 
that  of  the  "  three  who  bear  record  in  heaven."  In  Evans's  Expo- 
sition, p.  40  &  41,  it  is  said  : 

*«  We  own  the  Father,  the  Son  and  the  Holy  Ghost,  as  the*apostIes 
have  declared.'^ ' 

«  And  it  is  the  Spirit  that  beareth  witness,  because  the  Spirit  is 
truth ;  for  there  are  three  that  bear  record  in  heaven,  the  Father,  the 
Word,  and  the  Holy  Ghost,  and  these  Three  are  one ;  and  there  are 
Three  which  bear  record  in  eartht  &c.,  which  we  own^  1  John  v. 
6,  7.     And  now  let  none  be  offended,  because  we  do  not  call  them 
by  those  unscriptural  names  of  Trinity,  and  Three  Persons,  which 
are  not  Scripture  words ;  and  so  do  falsely  say,  that  we  deny  the 
Father,  the  Word,  and  the  Holy  Ghost,  which  Three  are  one  that 
bear  record  in  heaven,  &c.,  which  Three  we  own  with  all  our  hearts, 
as  the  apostle  John  did,  and  as  all  true  christians  ever  did^  and 
now  do ;  and  if  you  say  we  are  not  christians,  because  we  do  not 
call  the  Father,  Son,  and  Holy  Ghost,  the  Trinity,  distinct  and 
separate  persons ;  then  you  may  as  well  conclude  that  John  was  no 
christian,  who  did  not  give  the  Father,  Word,  and  Holy  Ghost, 
these  names. 

"We  believe  concerning  God  the  Father,  Son,  and  Spirit,  accord- 
ing  to  the  testimony  of  the  Holy  Scripture,  which  we  receive  and 
embrace  as  the  most  authentic  and  perfect  declaration  of  christian 
faith,  being  indited  by  the  Holy  Spirit  of  God,  that  never  errs :  1st, 
That  there  is  one  God  and  Father,  of  whom  are  all  things ;  2dlv, 
That  there  is  one  Lord  Jesus  Christ,  by  whom  all  things  were  made, 
John  i.  &  xvii.,  and  Rom.  ix.,  who  was  glorified  with  the  Father 
before  the  world  began,  who  is  God  over  all,  blessed  for  ever,  John 
ziv.  That  there  is  one  Holy  Spirit,  the  promise  of  the  Father  and  the 
Son,  and  leader,  and  sanctifier,  and  comforter  of  his  people,  1  John  v. 
And  we  fbrther  believe,  as  the  Holy  Scriptures  soundly  and  sufficiently 
express,  that  these  Three  are  one,  even  the  Father,  the  Word,  and 
Spirit'' 


The  court  will  observe,  that  he  contends  they  are  not  bound  to 
take  these  scholastic  phrases  instead  of  the  terms  used  in  the  Holy 
Scripturea.     I  will  now  cite  from  Penn's  Works,  2d  vol.  p.  789  : 

<<  Reader,  thou  plainly  seest,  that  they  believe  the  light  to  be 
divine,  and  the  Scriptures  to  be  of  divine  authority  :  that  they  own 
the  Scripture  trinity,  or  Holy  Three,  of  Father,  Word,  and  Spirit,  to 
to  be  truly  and  properly  one  :  that  Christ  is  God,  and  that  Christ  is 
man  :  that  he  came  in  the  flesh,  died,  rose  again,  ascended,  and  sits 
on  God^s  right  hand,  the  only  sacrifice  and  mediator,  for  man's  hap- 
piness :  that  truly  gospel  means  and  ordinances  are  requisite,  and  to 
oe  reverently  practised  :  that  good  works  are  necessary  and  reward- 
able  :  that  all  men  are  to  be  honoured  in  the  Lord,  according  to 
their  degrees :  and  that  government  in  church  and  state  is  God's  or- 
dinance, and  both  requisite  and  very  beneficial." 

Page  879  :  "Concerning  the  Father,  the  Word,  and  the  Spirit. — 
Because  we  have  been  very  cautious  in  expressing  our  faith  concern- 
ing that  great  mystery,  especially  in  such  school  terms,  and  philoso- 
phical distinctions  as  are  unscriptural,  if  not  unsound,  (the  tendency 
whereof  hath  been  to  raise  frivolous  controversies  and  animosities 
amongst  men)  we  have,  by  those  who  desire  to  lessen  our  christian 
repatation,  been  represented  as  deniers  of  the  trinity  at  large:  whereas 
we  ever  believed,  and  as  constantly  maintained  the  truth  of  that 
blessed  (Holy  Scripture)  Three,  that  bear  record  in  heaven,  the  Fa- 
ther,  the  Word,  and  the  Spirit,  and  that  these  Three  are  one ;  the 
which,  we  both  sincerely  and  reverently  believe,  according  to  1  John 
7. 7.  And  this  is  sufficient  for  us  to  believe  and  know,  and  hath  a  ten- 
dency to  edification  and  holiness,  when  the  contrary  centers  only'^in 
imaginations  and  strife,  and  persecution,  where  it  runs  high,  and  to  par- 
ties, as  may  be  read  in  bloody  characters  in  the  ecclesiastical  histories." 

Page  892  :  <<  In  his  fifth  paragraph,  he  blames  us  for  being  defec- 
tive in  our  confession  of  the  holy  trinity,  though  we  give  it  in  the 
very  terms  of  the  Holy  Ghost,  1  John  v.  7.  If  this  is  not  a  suffi- 
cient text  to  prove  the  trinity,  that  antiquity  urges,  &nd  also  modern 
writers  of  the  church  of  England,  to  prove  it,  I  know  not  where  to 
£nd  one  in  the  Scripture. 

« It  is  generally  believed  the  apostle  John  gave  this  declaration  "to 
the  first  christians,  to  prevent  their  being  deluded  by  Cerinthus. 
How  came  the  bishop  then,  to  render  it  but  a  by-passage,  and  other- 
wise intended  by  the  apostle,  than  for  an  article  of  faith  about  the 
trinity?  Is  there  a  plainer,  or  a  fuller  any  where  in  the  writkigs  of  the 
New  Testament?  Three  and  yet  one,  is  the  doctrine  of  the  trinity : 
and  no  other  apostle  has  gone  so  far,  or  been  so  express:  insomuch  that 
the  text  has  been  doubted,  and  rendered  apocryphal  by  such  as  do  not 
faelieye  the  common  doctrine  of  the  trinity  ;  and  foisted  in  to  serve 
the  turn  of  trinitarians,  so  plain  it  has  been  thought  to  their  p&rpos^ 
even  by  the  anti-trinitarians.  How  then  is  the  text  defective  with 
the  bishop?  But  he  says,  the  apostle  writ  it  upon  occasion  :  doubt- 
less be  did  so.    But  what  other  occasion^  I  pray,  than  that  of  the 


holy  trinity  ?  He  adds,  and  it  was  to  the  apostle's  purpos^  toaching 
the  Father,  Son,  and  H(5ly  Ghost  But  what  purpose  could  the 
.  apostle  have,  but  that  of  declaring  the  trinity,  and  yet  unity  ?  What 
other  use  does  he  make  of  it  ?  The  bishop  must  be  very  hard  put  to 
it,  certainly,  to  shift  off,  and  lessen  our  confession  in  this  point,  and 
rather  than  fail,  render  the  text  itself  short;  which,  with  submission,! 
think  is  a  bold  attempt  in  one  of  his  station,  if  he  believes  the 
thirty-nine  articles." 

Page  14  :  "  Thou  must  not,  reader,  from  my  querying  thus,  con- 
clude, we  do  deny  (as  he  hath  falsiely  charged  us,  those  glorious  Three, 
which  bear  record  in  heaven,  the  Father,  the  Word  and  Spirit, 
neither  the  infinity,  eternity  and  divinity  of  Jesus  Christ ;  for  that 
we  know  he  is  the  mighty  God ;  nor  what  the  Father  sent  his  Son 
to  do  on  the  behalf  of  lost  man,  declaring  to  the  whole  world,  we  know 
no  other  name,  by  which  atonement,  salvation,  and  plenteous  redemp- 
tion comes,  but  by  his  name,  are  according  to  our  measure^  made 
sensible  of  its  mighty  power." 

And  on  p*.  18,  in  reply  to  the  charge  that  the  Quakers  deny  the 
trinity,  after  declaring  that  this  is  not  a  Scripture  phrase,  he  adds : 

<<  Yet,  if  by  trinity  he  understands  those  three  witnesses  in  heaven, 
Father,  Word,  and  Spirit,  he  should  have  better  acquainted  himself 
with  what  we  disown^,  than  ignorantly  thus  to  blaze  abroad  our  open 
denial  of  what  we  most  absolutely  credit  and  believe." 

From  a  work  written  by  George  Whitehead,  entitled,  "The  peo- 
ple called  Quakers  truly  represented." 

«  Seeing  it  is  not  unknown  that  we,  the  said  people,  profess  faith 
in  God  the  Father,  and  in  his  dear  eternal  Son  Jesus  Christ,  and  in 
the  Holy  Spirit,  one  God  blessed  for  ever  more  ;  and  that  we  do  ac- 
knowledge the  Holy  Scriptures  of  the  Old  and  New  Testament,  to 
be  given  by  divine  inspiration,  according  as  expressed  in  the  Act  of 
.Exemption,  or  Toleration,  anno  prime  Gulielmi  et  Mariae,  which 
being  legally  provided,  and  by  us  sincerely  and  publicly  owned  to 
authority,  and  one  condition  of  our  preset  and  religious  liberty ; 
we  think  it  very  hard  and  undue  measure,  as  well  as  uncharitable, 
to  be  joined  either  with  socinians  or  arians,  and  branded  with  <  in- 
fidelity, damnable  errors,'  which  you  say  have  been  <  embraced  and 
propagated  by  the  sect  of  Quakers,  whom,  in  several  of  their  trea- 
tises, catechisms,  and  printers,  have  taught  the  rudiments  of  christian 
fiuth  in  such  a  manner,  as  to  make  it  seem  to  be  little  more  than  a 
complicated  system  of  deism  and  enthusiasm  ;'  to  which  is  added, 
*  from  the  wicked  principles  thus  disseminated,  as  wicked  practices 
liave  followed/ 

*<  Unto  all  which  we  sincerely  and  humbly  answer : 

'<  L  We  know  nothing,  in  point  of  christian  doctrine  and  princi- 
ple, more  openly  and  apparently  asserted  and  propagated  by  tiie  said 
people  called  Quakers,  than  the  divinity  of  Christ,  and  essential 
union  of  the  Father,  Son,  and  Holy  Ghost  This  holy  and  blessed 
Seripture  trinity,  we  have  alirays  Mood  for  in  real  faith  attd  pratctice. 


"11.  The  diyioity  of  our  blessed  Lord  and  Saviour  Jesus  Christ, 
that  he  is  the  eternal  Word,  the  tmeGod,  as  well  aa  truly  man;  being 
expressly  agreeable  to  Holy  Scripture  testimony,  viz:  That  he  is  the 
mighty  God,  &e.,  the  eternal  Word,  whereby  all  things  were  made  : 
who  is  over  all,  God  blessed  for  ever:  God  created  all  things  by  Jesus 
Chris! :  who  is  the  true  God  and  eternal  life;  by  whom  also  the  worlds 
were  made:  the  divine  Three  that  bear  record  in  heaven,  the  Father, 
the  W^ord,  and  the  Holy  Ghost,  and  these  three  are  one. 

"  The  blessed  trinity  in  the  unity  of  divine  essence,  is  manifest  in 
the  wonderful  works  of  God,  both  in  the  old  and  new  creation,  ind 
the  mystery  thereof  revealed  and  experienced  in  the  new  birth. 

"III.  Thus  we  sincerely  believe  and  confess  the  divinity  and 
Deity  of  the  eternal  Son  of  God,  Christ  Jesus,  with  respect  to  hla 
being  the  eternal  Word,  which  was  in  the  beginning;  before  Abra- 
buB  waa;  from  everlasting;  gloriUcd  with  Uie  Father  before  the 
world  began  :  and  in  respect  to  the  fiU^s  of  the  Godhead  [yea,  ail 
fnloess)  dwelling  in  him  ;  and  as  all  power  in  heaven  and  earth  is 
^ven  unto  him  :  and  as  by  whom  also  God  made  the  worlds. 

"All  which  seriously  considered,  thus  to  assert  the  glorious  divi- 
nity  of  the  Son  of  God,  cannot  be  inconsistent  with  his  divine  wis- 
dom, love,  and  great  condescension  in  assuming  the  holy  humanity, 
hia  pure  and  perfect  manhood  for  our  aakes,  even  for  the  redemptioa 
of  mankind.  'Without  controversy,  great  is  the  mystery  of  Godli- 
■teas,' saith  the  apostle,  1  Tim.  iii.  16,  'God  was  manifest  in  the 
fleshy  justified  in  the  Spirit/  &c.  And  surely  excellent  is  the  my»- 
tety  of  Christ,  and  the  true  spiritual  knowledge  of  him,  and  his 
rieneB  unsearchable.     Ephes.  iii.  4 — 9.     2  Cor.  v.  16     Col.  i.  37." 

From  George  Whitehead's  works,  p.  168  : 

*■  I  answered  him  in  terms  of  Holy  Scripture,  viz :  That  I  really 
own,  and  believe  the  Father,  the  Son,  and  the  Holy  Ghost,  are  toe 
diree  which  hear  record  in  heaven  ;  the  Father,  the  Word,  and  tbe 
Holy  Ghost ;  and  these  three  are  one,  according  to  the  doctrine  of 
JdiD  the  evangelist,  1  John  v.  7." 

"  The  Holy  Scripture  trinity,  or  Three,  thereby  meant,  we  never 
questioned,  but  believed ;  as  also  the  unity  of  essence  ;  that  they  are 
one  substance,  one  divine  infinite  Being,  and  also  we  question  no^ 
but  sincerely  believe,  the  relative  properties  of  Father,  Son,  and 
Holy  Ghost,  according  to  Holy  Scripture  testimony,  Matt  xxviii.19, 
»nd  that  these  three  are  one,  1  John  v.  7."     Page  195 — 1659. 

"  Yet  to  prevent  any  such  from  being  stumbled  or  ensnored,  by 
some  expressions  in  the  aforesaid  proiession  or  creed,  (which  ap- 
peared unscriptural,)  in  the  said  bill,  we,  instead  thereof,  did  pro- 
pose and  humbly  otler,  as  our  own  real  belief  of  the  Deity,  of  the 
Father,  Son,  and  Holy  Ghost,  viz :  'I  profess  faith  in  God  the  Fa- 
ther, and  in  Jesus  Christ  his  eternal  Son,  the  true  God,  and  in  the 
holy  Spirit,  one  God  blessed  for  ever:  and  ,do  acknowledge  tlio  Holy 
Scriptures  of  the  Old  and  New  Testament)  to  be  given  by  divine 
inspiration.'"     Page  635—1689. 
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From  a  work  entitled,  <<  Antichrist  in  ffesh  unmaaked,  p.  27 : 
«  To  conclude  in  general,  against  your  false  charges  and  manifold 
abuses 'and  calumnies,  contained  in  your  said  book,  viz  :  <  Antichrist 
ip  Spirit  ;^  and  to  anticipate  farther  objections  on  the  matters  herein : 
we  sincerely  profess  and  declare  in  the  sight  of  God  and  tnen,  that 
we  do  faithfully  believe  and  profess,  that  the  Holy  Scriptures  of  the 
Old  and  New  Testament  were  given  by  divine  inspiration ;  and  thit 
the  three  divine  witnfiflf#in  heaven  above,  namely,  the  Father,  Son, 
and  Holy  Ghost,  are  one  true  and  eternal  God,  blessed  for  evermore^ 
whose  omnipresence  and  omnipotency  we  also  believe  and  profess.' 
From  an  essay  entitled,  "  Truth  Prevalent,*'  p.  4 : 
"  And  as  for  the  holy  trinity,  whereby  they  mean  those  divine 
Holy  Three,  the  Father,  the  Word,  or  the  Son,  and  Holy  Ghost,  we 
have,  ever  since  we  were  a  people  or  religious  society,  sincerely  be- 
lieved and  owned  those  Hohr  Three,  to  be  one  true  and  living  God, 
blessed  for  ever."  '•^t.    •   •;    / 

From  Isaac  Pennington's  works,  2d  vol.  p.  614,  « An  epistle  to 
all  serious  Professors : 

'  *^  Friends — After  it  pleased  the  Lord  to  touch  my  heart  with  the 
sense  of  his  truth,  and  to  manifest  unto  me  the  principle  of  his  life, 
in  the  demonstration  and  power  of  his  own  Spirit,  insomuch  as  I 
could  reason,  dispute,  consider  about  it  no  longer,  but  was  fully  satis- 
fied concerning  it ;  I  say,  after  this,  the  love  of  God  sprang  in  me 
towards  you,  and  pure  desires  and  breathings  unto  him,  that  ye  also 
might  have  the  way  cast  up  before  you,  and  might  so  walk  therein, 
as  to  come  to  partake  of  the  same  mercy  and  salvation.     How  I 
have  mourned  before  the  Lord  for  you,  and  desired  that  the  stum* 
bling-blocks  might  be  removed  from  you,  and  that  ye  might  so  seek 
as  to  obtain  (not  in  that  wisdom  and  disputing  mind,  which  still  is 
shut  out ;  but  in  that  meekness,  humility,  and  fear  which  gives  en- 
trance) the  Lord  God  knoweth.     Yea,  the  desires  in  me  aAer  you 
are  still  living ;  who  knoweth,  but  the  Lord  may  at  length  hear, 
and  with  his  key  so  open  your  hearts,  and  so  anoint  your  eyes  with 
his  eye-salve,  that  ye  may  see,  acknowledge,  believe  in,  and  receive 
the  beloved  of  your  souls,  even  as  he  now  appears  (after  the  long 
night  of  darkness)  a  comforter  of  the  drooping  spirits  of  his  people, 
with  the  pure  light  of  life,  wherein  the  redeemed  house  of  Jacob 
(who  sat  in  darkness,  and  in  the  valley  of  the  shadow  of  death, 
mourning  after  him)  now  in  holy  rejoicing,  and  pure  joy  df  spirit, 
walk  before  him  ?     Oh  !  the  Lord  God  visit  you,  and  break  in  upon 
yoM,  as  he  hath  done  upon  us,  and  cause  you  to  set  to  your  seals  also, 
as  we  could  not  but  do,  that  this  is  he  whom  all  our  days  we  wait^ 
for,  and  longed  after.     And  now  there  are  two  or  three  things  in 
my  heart  to  open  to  you,  how  it  is  with  me  in  reference  to  them  f 
for  indeed  I  have   not  been   taught  to  deny  any  testimony  the 
Scriptures  hold  forth,  concerning  the  Lord  Jesus,  or  any  of  his  ap- 
pearances, but  am  taught  by  the  Lord  more  certainly  and  fully  to 
own  and  acknowledge  them. 
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''The  first  ia  concerning  the  Godhead,  which  we  own  as  the 
leriptores  elpress  it,  and  as  we  have  the  sensible,  expmmental 
Knowledge  of  it.  In  which,  ^  There  are  three  that  bear  record  in 
leftven,  the  Father,  the  Word,  and  the  Holy  Spirit,  and  these  three 
ire  one,'  1  John  v.  7.  This  I  believe  from  my  heart,  and  ha^e  in- 
allible  demonstrations  of;  for  I  know  three,  and  feel  three  in  Spirit, 
iven  an  eternal  Father,  Son,  and  Holy  Spirit,  which  are  but  one 
sternal  Crod.  And  I  feel  them  also  one,  and  have  fellowship  with 
ibem  (through  tlie  tender  mercy  of  the  Lord)  in  their  life,  and  in 
iheir  redeeming  power.  And  here  I  lie  low  before  the  Lord  in  the 
lensible  life,  not  desiring  to  know  and  comprehend  notionally,  but 
\o  feel  the  thing  inwardly,  truly,  sensibly,  and  effectually ;  yea,  in- 
deed, this  is  to  me  far  beyond  what  I  formerly  knew  notionally  con- 
Derning  them,  and  I  cannot  but  invite  others  Hither. 

^<  Now  consider  seriously,  if  a  man  from  his  heart  believe  thus 
concerning  the  eternal  power  and  Godhead ;  that  the  Father  is  God, 
the  Word  God,  the  Holy  Spirit  God,  and  that  these  are  one  eternal 
God,  waiting  so  to  know  God,  and  to  be  subject  to  him  accordingly; 
IS  not  this  man  in  a  right  frame  of  heart  towards  the  Lord  in  this 
rapeci?     Indeed,  friends,  we  do  know  God  sensibly  and  experi- 
meotally  to  be  a  Father,  Word,  and  Spirit,  and  we  worship  the  Fa- 
ther in  the  Son,  by  his  own  Spirit,  and  here  meet  with  the  seal  of 
aeeeptanee  with  him.     Nor  would  we  contend  with  you  about  your 
crimes  in  this  respect,  but  that  ye  provoke  us  thereunto,  in  laying 
to  OUT  charge  as  if  we  denied  the  thing;  whereas  we  do  not,  rior  can 
deny  the  expressions  which  the  Scripture  useth,  nor  our  own  sense 
and  experience  concerning  the  thing.     I  pray  let  this  suffice,  and  let 
OS  all  strive  to  know  God  (and  his  Son  Jesus  Christ)  in  his  lifoi 
Sprit,  and  power,  wherein  is  unity  and  true  demonstration ;  and  not 
eoDtend  about  such  expressions  concerning  things  as  are  beside  the 
Scriptures.     For  would  not  ye  yourselves  think  it  hard  (I  mean 
meh  of  you  as  read  the  Scriptures  seriously,  desiring  to  understand 
tad  observe  what  is  written  therein)  to  have  a  belief  of  things  im- 
|N»ed  on  you  otherwise  than  is  there  written,  and  otherwise  than  ye 
bive  the  4iense,  knowledge,  and  experience  of  them  from  the  Lord  ? 
'The  second  is  concerning  the  offering  of  the  Lord  Jesus  Christ, 
without  the  gates  of  Jerusalem.     I  do  exceedingly  honour  and 
esteem  that  offering,  believing  it  had  relation  to  the  sins  of  the 
w)K>le  world,  and  was  a  propitiatory  sacrifice  to  the  Father  therefor. 
And  surely  he  Chat  is  redeemed  out  of  the  world  up  to  God  by 
Christ,  cannot  deny  that  Christ  was  his  ransom,  and  that  he  was 
bought  with  a  price,  and  therefore  is  to  glorify  God,  with  his  body 
aad  spirit,  which  are  God's,  1  Cor.  vi.  20.     And,  saith  the  apostle 
P^ter,  ye  know  that  ye  were  not  redeemed  with  corruptible  things, 
as  silver  and  gold,  from  your  vain  conversation,  &c.,  but  with  tne 
precious  blood  of  Christ,  as  of  a  lamb  without  blemish  and  without 
spot,  1  Pet  i.  18,  19. ;  whq  so  offered  himself  ojp  to  God  through 
^  eternal  Spirit,  Heb.  ix.  14.    This  we  do  own  sin^V^  ^tA  toikaw]  ^ 
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a«  in  the  sight  of  the  Lord  ;  though  I  must  confess  we  do  not  by 
the  sole  stress  upon  that  which  is  outward  and  visible  (though  we 
truly  and  fully  ackowledge  it  in  its  place,)  but  upon  that  which  is 
inward  and  invisible  ;  upon  the  inward  life,  the  inward  power,  the 
Spirit  within  ;  knowing  and  experiencing  daily,  that  that  is  it  which 
doth  the  work.  The  outward  flesh  is  not  the  meat  indeed,  nor  the 
outward  blood  the  drink  indeed  ;  but  it  is  in  the  Spirit,  the  life,  the 
substance,  which  the  birth  that  is  born  of  the  Spirit  feeds  upon  and 
lives  by.  Oh  !  consider  seriously,  and  wait  on  the  Lord,  rightly  to 
understand  that  Scripture,  John  vi.  G3,  <  It  is  the  Spirit  that  quick* 
eneth,  the  flesh  proflteth  nothing ;  the  words  that  I  speak  unto  you, 
they  are  spirit  and  they  are  life.'  What  doth  this  Scripture  lay  the 
stress  upon  ?  Is  it  not  upon  the  quickening  Spirit,  and  the  words 
which  the  quickening  Spirit  speaketh  to  the  soul,  which  are  living} 
and  give  life  to  those  that  hear  them  ?  /  Hear,  and  your  soul  shaJl 
live  !'  Hear  his  voice  who  giveth  life,  and  your  souls  shall  live  by 
him ;  but  can  any  one  live  without  hearing  the  voice  of  him,  wha 
alone  is  able  to  quicken  and  raise  the  soul  from  death,  and  out  of  the 
grave  of  sin  ? 

<<The  third  thing  is  concerning  the  imputation  of  Christ's  right- 
eousness, to  such  as  believe  in  his  name  and  power,  which  we  have 
felt,  witnessed,  and  own  to  be  thus. 

'<  God  visits  men  by  the  light  and  power  of  his  Holy  Spirit,  in 
their  dead  and  dark  estate,  even  while  they  are  ungodly.     Now, 
they  that  feel  life,  and  in  the  quickenings  of  life,  by  the  faith  which 
comes  from  life,  turn  to  the  light  and  power  which  visits  them,  by 
this  faith  in  the  power,  they  are  in  measure  transplanted  out  of  the 
unholy  root,  into  the  holy  root,  where  they  partake  of  the  nature 
and  virtue  of  the  true  olive-tree;  and  the  mercy  of  the  Lord,  in  and 
through  his  Son  Jesus  Christ,  is  spread  over  them,  and  their  iniqui- 
ties are  pardoned,  and  their  transgressions  done  away  for  his  name 
sake,  and  they  are  reckoned  by  God,  not  as  in  the  old  root  and  un- 
holy nature,  but  that  whereon  they  lay  hold  by  faith,  and  are  in 
union  with,  they  are  reckoned  by  in  the  eye  of  the  Lord ;  and  they 
are  accepted  and  beloved  in  him  in  whom  they  are  found,  by  him 
who  transplanted  them  there,  and  ingrafted  them  thereinto.     So  that 
Christ  is  really  theirs,  and  they  his ;  and  what  he  did  for  them  in 
his  body  of  flesh  is  become  theirs,  and  they  have  the  benefit,  and 
reap  the  sweet  fruits  of  it.     And  if  they  sin  afterwards,  they  have 
an  advocate  who  pleads  their  cause  with  the  Father,  and  who  breathes 
livingly  upon  them  a^ain,  and  quickens  faith  in  them,  and  gives  them 
to  turn  from  that  which  ran  after  them,  and  overtook  them  and  de- 
filed them.     So  that  in  this  state  of  true  faith  in,  and  union  with, 
the  Son,  the  fountain  is  felt  set  open  for  sin  and  for  uncleanness, 
which  daily  washeth  away  the  pollutions  and  stains  of  the  mind, 
which  it  is  liable  to  in  the  travelling  state. 

<<  But  now  to  every  faith  this  doth  not  belong,  but  to  the  faith  only 
which  flows  from  the  power  of  the  endless  life^  and  which  stands  in 
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le  power.  The  fiaiith  which  is  from  the  power  is  precious,  having 
precioos  nature  and  virtue  in  it,  and  very  precious  effects  flow 
tnn  it  For  it  is  the  substance  of  things  hoped  for;  it  is  of  a  pure 
ilure,  which  hath  dominion,  and  giveth  dominion  over  the  wicXed 
De.  There  is  no  overcoming  of  the  saints  here ;  for  as  it  came 
tun  the  power,  so  it  stands  near  the  power,  and  engages  the  power 
f  life  against  the  enemy,  and  so  is  still  too  hard  for  him.  For  he 
lit  fesisteth  the  enemy  in  the  true  faith,  still  overcomes  him  and 
lakes  him  fly,  James  iv.  7.  But  that  belief  on  Christ,  and  apply* 
iC  his  righteousness,  which  is  not  of  this  faith,  nor  in  the  true  light 
I  life,  but  according  to  the  creature's  apprehensions  concerning 
liingB,  that  is  not  of  the  same  nature  wit^  this,  nor  hath  the  same 
irtue,  nor  produceth  the  same  effects  ;  but  notwithstanding  such  a 
elieving  and  hoping,  men  are  still  in  their  sins,  and  they  are  not 
rashed  away  from  them  by  the  blood  of  Christ,  nor  remitted  or 
overed  by  the  Spirit  of  the  Lord.  And  oh  !  that  men  were  wary, 
nd  did  take  heed  in  this  matter,  that  they  might  not  miss  of  true 
lardon  from  the  Lord,  and  so  find  their  sins  bound  by  him,  in  the 
lays  of  his  refreshing  others  ! 

<<For  there  is  a  state,  wherein  there  is  an  imputation  of  Christ's 
ig^teousness  to  persons  reached  to  by  the  power  of  the  Lord,  and 
oming  up  out  of  the  ungodly  state,  and  so  si  real  bringing  into  the 
ighteousness.  For  in  the  true  growth  the  soul  grows  more  and 
acre  out  of  its  own  righteousness,  out  of  the  dark,  corrupt  image, 
Bto  the  righteousness  of  Christ,  and  into  his  pure  image.  Thus 
!hrist  is  formed  in  the  hearts  of  them  that  truly  believe,  daily  more 
nd  more  ;  they  receiving  him  as  an  heavenly  leaven,  and  giving  up 
)fae  leavened  by  him,  are  changed  daily  more  and  more  into  the 
ewness  of  Spirit,  even  until  they  become  a  new  lump,  even  a  lump 
rhdly  leavened,  so  that  old  things  are  passed  away,  and  all  things 
ecome  new  ;  that  is,  not  of  old  Adam  any  more,  but  all  of  God  in 
hnedf  all  of  the  new  nature  and  Spirit,  which  is  all  of  it  righteous 
D  the  sight  of  God.  Now  this  is  it  all  shpuld  labour  for  and  seek 
Rer,  even  the  kingdom  of  God  and  his  righteousness,  to  find  an  en- 
ranee  ministered  to  them  into  the  everlasting  kingdom,  and  the 
i^teeuness  thereof,  that  they  might  really  put  off  the  old  man  with 
lis  affections  and  lusts,  and  put  on  the  new  man  ;  the  new  man's 
ature,  the  new  man's  image,  the  new  man's  spirit,  the  new  man's 
ighteousness,  the  new  man's  holiness;  that  they  might  have  the 
redding  garment  on  to  be  married  to  Christ  in,  and  might  be  as  a 
ride  prepared  for  the  bridegroom.  Oh  !  it  is  precious  hr  any  one 
)feel  his  soul  in  this  state!  And  who  would  not  trsTvel  and  wrestle, 
nd  strive  and  watchj  and  pray  and  wait,  that  he  might  be  thus  fitted 
y  the  Spirit  of  the  Lord  for  his  Son  Jesus  Christ?  For,  friends, 
lere  is  a  coming  under  grace,  under  grace^s  wing,  and  out  of  shame 
od  confusion  because  of  sin,  into  the  glory  which  is  in  the  pure 
nage  ;  and  there  is  a  being  changed  from  grace  to  grace,  and  from 
lory  to  glory,  by  the  Spirit  and  power  of  the  Lord.    OVv\  vW  %vx^ 
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as  take  upon  them  the  profession  of  ebristianity,  might  (eel  the 
power,  and  wait  upon  the  power,  and  know  what  it  is  to  believe  io 
the  power,  and  live  in  the  power ;  for  without  this  the  oppressed 
state  of  Christianity  is  but  dead,  and  dry,  and  cold,  not  having  the 
true  living  sap  and  warmth  in  it  There  are  great  deceits  in  the 
world  about  these  things,  but  he  that  knoweth  the  truth  as  it  is  io 
Jesus,  who  was  visited  by  the  power,  gathered  to  the  power,  and 
abides  in  the  power,  he  hath  that  with  him  which  anoints  bis  eye 
and  heart,  and  strengthens  them  against  the  most  subtile  devices  sad 
deceits  of  the  transforming  spirit  But  whoever  he  be  that  proiei- 
seth  Christianity,  and  is  not  here,  he  is  not  safe,  but  the  enemy  hath 
ways  of  bewitching  and  deluding  him,  which  he  hath  not  where- 
with effectually  to  withstand  and  avoid. 

<^  Now  having  nakedly  expressed  these  things  unto  you,  as  they 
are  in  my  heart,  there  is  a  question  lies  before  me  to  propound  to 
you,  which  deserves  your  serious  consideration  of,  and  ability  to 
answer  in  the  sight  of  the  Lord,  which  is  this  : 

<^  Quest,  Do  ye  rightly,  truly,  and  fully  (as  the  Lord  requireth  of 
vou)  know,  esteem,  and  honour  the  Son  ?     Do  ye  own  him  as  God 
hath  revealed  him  in  the  spirits  of  his  children,  since  the  apostasy? 
Do  ye  feel  him  as  an  horn  of  salvation  lifted  up  there  ?    Do  ye 
find  and  experience  him  revealed  within  by  the  Father,  as  the  seed 
of  the  woman,  bruising  the  head  of  the  serpent  ?  Oh!  this  iqireeious 
knowledge,  and  the  ri^ht  way  of  truly  knowing  him  as  he  eame 
from  the  Father,  lived  m  obedience  to  him,  suffered  for  the  sins  of 
the  whole  world,  ascended  again  to  the  Father,  and  now  sits  with 
him  in  glory  !     For,  indeed,  it  is  the  chief  thing,  and  that  whereon 
the  sours  rest  depends,  to  know  and  feel  him  near.     Oh  !  that  we 
were  one  here  (I  mean  in  the  inward  sense  and  acknowledgment  of 
the  Lord  Jesus  Christ),  and  we  should  soon  be  one  in  the  other  also! 
'  ^  For  we,  who  are  reproachfully  by  many  called  QuakssSi  are 
(for  the  most  part)  a  people  who  have  much  and  long  sought  after 
the  Lord,  and  after  the  experimental  knowledge  of  those  truths, 
which  are  testified  of  and  related  in  the  Holy  Scriptures.    We 
sought  not  after  a  new  Christ,  or  a  new  Spirit,  or  new  doctrines  con- 
cerning Christ  or  his  Spirit ;  but  to  know  Christ,  so  as  Io  reeeive 
life  from  him,  and  to  live  to  him  in  the  life  and  spirit  received  from 
him ;  this  hath  been  the  single  aim  and  desire  of  our  souhk  -  And 
if  men  could  with  patience  consider  what  we  hold  forth,  and  wait 
till  God  open  their  understandings,  they  woidd  not  lay  sudi  blame 
uppn  us  as  they  do  in  many  respects,  but  find  that  we  reverence  the 
Scriptures,  believing  and  holding  concerning  the  thinfls  of  Grod  ao- 
cordinK  as  is  there  expressed,  from  a  true  understanding  received 
from  mt  Lord,  and  in  the  true  light  and  guidance  of  his  Spirit 
There  is  another  question  springs  in  my  heart  unto  you,  I  beseech 
you  consider  of  it  seriously^  peniaps  there  may  be  a  Messing  to  you 
m  it 

^  Que^.  Do  ye  rightly  and  wei  jhtily  consider  and  embrace  that 
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aoaoflel  of  Cbrist,  Matt  yT:  33 :  <  Seek  ye  first  the  kingdom  of  Ood^ 
•od  his  rif^tooasness?*  Do  ye  mind  what  Christ  likens  the  king* 
don  to  ?  Even  a  grain  of  mustard-seed9.a  pearl  hid  in  a  field,  a 
little  leaven,  a  lost  piece  of  silver,  &c  Do  ye  know,  and  are  ye 
acquainted  with  that  little  thing  which  is  like  unto  these  ?  And  do 
ye  really  and  rightly  seek  after  it  ?  Do  ye  seek  it  where  it  is  to  be 
fMind  ?*  Do  ye  know  the  place  where  it  is  hid  ?  And  do  ye  take 
the  right  way  to  buy  and  purchase  it  ?  How  is  that?  Why  not  by 
outward  observation,  saith  Christ,  but  by  inward  sweeping  the  house; 
If  keqping  the  eye  upon  it,  and  sweeping  out  the  rubbish  that  covers 
i^  this  is  the  way  to  find  it,  purchase  and  possess  it  .  Oh  !  that  ye 
•oiUd  all  learn  thus,  and  be  thus  exercised  by  the  Spirit  of  the  Lord 
daily.  Surely  they  that  thus  seek  shall  find,  and  they  that  thus  ask 
fhall  have,  and  they  that  thus  knock,  to  them  the  everlasting  king- 
dom shall  be  opened. 

«For  mark  the  difference  between  the  state  of  the  law  and  gospel. 
The  law  was  a  shadow  of  good  things  to  come.  The  gospel  is  a 
state  of  enjoyment  of  the  good  things  shadowed  out  under  the  law. 
The  law  was  a  type  of  the  kingdom,  of  the  spiritual  kingdom  of 
Cbriat,  which  is  set  up  under  the  gospel.  In  John's  day  me  king- 
dom was  at  hand  ;  but  in  the  day  of  Christ's  power  ihe  kingdom  la 
come.  Under  the  law  there  was  a  tabernacle  pitched  by  man  ;  but 
jisder  the  gospel  the  true  tabernacle  and  temple  is  witnessed,  which 
God  pitcheth  and  not' man;  and  the  holv,  spiritual,  heavenly  sa- 
crifices, and  the  living  covenant,  whereof  Christ  is  the  mediator, 
and  the  law  written  in  the  heart,  and  the  Spirit  of  the  Lord  put 
withioy  so  that  his  presence  is  as  really  witnessed  inwardly,  in  mat 
wbieh  is  truly  his  tabernacle  and  temple  now,  as  ever  it  was  wit- 
ncanrd  outwardly,  in  his  outward  tabernacle  and  temple  under  the 
kw.  Ob!  that  christians  might  not  have  the  name  only,  but  might 
be  in  the  life  and  in  the  power,  wherein  these  things  are  felt  and 
oqierieoeed ;  for  indeed  the  wonders  of  the  Lord  are  seen  in  his 
temple,  and  his  name  is  praised  there,  Selah.  There  he  breaks  the 
diield  and  the  bow,  the  spear  and  the  battle,  Selah.  There  the 
SDemy  is  overcome;  the  holy  victory  that  bringeth  him  under, 
isneth  out  thence,  Selah.  There  the  well  is  opened,  and  the  Phi- 
lialiiie  nature  hath  power  to  stop  it  no  more,  Selah.  There  the  trea- 
Kiiy  of  life  and  wisdom,  and  the  riches  of  God's  goodness  are 
Bade  manifest  for  ever. 

<<  Truly,  friends,  I  have  not  lost  anything  that  ever  I  had,  or 
aeknowledged  of  Grod  in  the  days  of  my  former  profession,  by 
bdieving  in  the  light  which  Grod  hath  now  revealed  in  me,  but 
bare  it  still  with  me,  and  in  greater  clearness  and  fuller  demon- 
itration  than  I  then  had  it;  but  that  of  the  flesh  which  mixed* 
with  it,  and  hindered  it  from  being  rightly  serviceable  to  the 
Lond,  and  folly  comfortable  to  me,  that  the  Lord  hath  been  remov- 
ing by  his  searchinjE  light,  and  by  the  demonstration  of  his  Spirit 
and  power.    And  if  at  length,  after  all  my  deep  and  long  misery^ 
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the  Lord  hath  given  me  to  meet  with  and  enjoy  that  which  is  truly 
excellent  (among  those  whom  men  despise)  I  could  heartily  wish  for 
you,  that  ye  also  might  meet  with  and  enjoy  the  same,  without  pass- 
ing through  that  misery  and  bitter  anguish  and  distress  of  spirit, 
through  which  the  Lord  led  me  thereto.  The  Lord  preserve  his 
people,  by  the  arm  of  his  mighty  power,  which  he  hath  stretched 
out  for  them,  and  whereby  he  hath  gathered  them  to  himsel£  Aad 
those  which  are  not  yet  of  this  fold,  oh !  that  it  would  please  him  to 
seek  them  out,  and  bring  them  home  also ;  that  the  Lord  may  be 
one,  and  his  name  one  amongst  us,  and  that  that  which  divideth  and 
scattereth  from  the  living  truth,  might 'be  scattered  and  brought  to 
nought  every  where,  in  all  who  would  be  one,  and  desire  to  serve 
God  (with  one  consent)  in  that  which  is  true  and  pure.     Amen." 

From  duodecimo,  No.  134,  of  the  Friends'  Library,  being  a  collec- 
tion of  tracts,  containing  a  work  entitled,  <<  The  Quakers  cleared 
from  being  Apostates/'  viz.: 

"We  believe  in  one  Grod,  the  Father  Almighty,  maker  of  all 
things,  visible  and  invisible ;  and  in  one  Lord  Jesus  Christ,  the  Son 
of  Giod,  the  only  begotten  Son  of  the  Father,  that  is  of  the  substance 
of  the  Father,  by  whom  all  things  were  made,  both  the  things  in 
heaven  and  the  things  in  earth  :  who  for  us  men,  and  for  our  salva- 
tion, came  down  and  was  incarnate  ;  he  was  made  man ;  he  suffered, 
and  rose  the  third  day  ;  he  ascended  into  the  heavens ;  he  shall  come 
to  judge  both  the  quick  and  the  dead.  And  we  believe  in  the  Holy 
Ghost''  Page  59. 

<<  And  for  the  trinity,  as  he  calls  it,  we  as  much  believe  it  as  the 
Scripture  declares  it,  viz.  For  there  are  three  that  bear  record  in 
heaven,  the  Father,  the  .Word  and  the  Holy  Ghost,  and  these  three 
are  one."  Page  63. 

I  shall  next  cite  some  passages  from  the  standard  works  on  the 
subject  of  the  divinity  and  atonement  I  will  first  read  the  testimony 
borne  by  George  Whitehead,  one  of  the  early  Friends,  to  the  belief 
of  Greorge  Fox  in  these  important  doctrines,  viz. 

«  This  our  deceased  friend  and  servant  of  Jesus  Christ  truly  testi- 
fied of  him  in  all  respects,  both  as  come  in  the  flesh,  \nd  in  the 
qiirit ;  both  as  Christ  was  and  is  our  only  mediator  gnd  advocate, 
and  as  he  was  and  is,  God  over  all,  blessed  for  ever ;  whom  he  so 
dearly  loved  and  honoured,  that  he  often  offered  up  his  life,  and 
deeply  suffered  for. him,  and  that  in  dear  and  constant  love  to  his 
seed,  that  a  holy  generation  might  be  raised,  strengthened,  and  in- 
creased in  the  earth,  among  the  children  of  men.  And  his  know- 
ledge and  ministry  of  our  Lord  Jesus  Christ,  being  after  the  spirit  in 
life  and  power,  did  no  ways  imply  any  lessening  of  the  dignity  or 
glory  of  Christ ;  nor  any  defect  of  faith  or  love  to  Christ,  as  he  came 
and  suffered  in  the  flesh  for  mankind,  as  some  adversaries  have  inju- 
riously misrepresented  and  aspersed  him  ;  for  he  highly  esteemed 
Christ's  sufferings,  death,  resurrection,  and  glory ;  and  powerfully 
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Icelified  of  the  virtue,  power,  blessed  and  spiritual  design,  fruit,  and 
effects  thereof,  as  revealed  and  witnessed  by  his  Holy  Spirit." 

The  nest  quotation  is  from  George  Fox's  Journal,  vol.  i.  p.  S6. 

"  This  priest  Stevens  asked  me,  "  Why  Christ  cried  out  upon  the 
cross,  '  My  God,  my  God,  why  hast  thou  forsaken  me  ?'  and  why 
he  said,  '  If  it  be  possible,  let  this  cup  pass  from  me ;  yet  not  my  will 
but  thine  be  done? '  1  told  him,  at  that  time  the  sins  of  all  mankind 
ivere  upon  him,  and  their  iniquities  and  transgressions,  with  which 
he  was  wounded  ;  which  he  was  to  hear,  and  be  an  offering  for,  as  he 
was  man,  but  died  not  as  he  was  God ;  so  in  that  he  died  for  all  men, 
luting  death  for  every  man,  he  was  an  offering  for  .the  sins  of  the 
whole  world.  This  I  spoke,  being  .^t  thai  time  in  a  measure,  sen- 
«bie  of  Christ's  sulTerings." 

In  his  Great  Mysterj-,  replying  to  one  who  asserted,  "that  every 
man  should  not  have  his  sins  pardoned,"  he  says: 

"Christ  gave  himself,  his  body,  for  the  life  of  the  whole  world  ; 
he  was  the  ofiering  for  the  sins  of  the  whole  world,  and  paid  ihe  debt, 
■Dd  made  satisfaction ;  and  doth  entigbten  every  man  that  comes 
iato  the  world,  that  all,  through  him,  might  believe;  and  he  that 
loth  not  believe  in  the  ofiering)  is  condemned  already."  Page  63, 

I  will  DOW  read  from  a  worK  entitled,  "The  Hoyal  Law  of  God 
ievived,"  by  George  Fox ; 

"  And  further  saith  the  apostle  in  1  John  i.  I,  2.  '  We  have  an  sd- 
'oeate  with  the  Father,  Jesus  Christ  the  righteous,  and  he  is  the  pro- 
atiatioo  for  our  sins,  and  not  for  oura  only,  but  for  the  sins  of  the 
rbole  world.' 

"  Now  mark,  this  is  a  lar^e  word  for  all  people  to  take  notice  of, 
bat  Jews  Christ  is  the  propitiation  for  the  sins  of  the  whole  world. 
lierefore  every  one  of  you,  in  your  own  particulars,  know  this,  that 
Ihriat  Jesus,  who  is  crowned  with  glory  and  honour,  did  taste  death 
JT  every  man;  ni.irk,  for  every  man;  and  whosoever  denies  this  doc- 
rine  is  an  antichrist;  and  preaches  another,  is  a  false  preacher  and 
educer,  and  brings  people  to  trouble  and  loss,  from  that  which  is  right, 
nd  their  due,  in  which  is  their  satisfaction:  so  tlicse  arc  universal 
bings  to  all  mankind,  whereby  all  mankind  might  come  outof  the 
arthly  old  Adam,  in  the  fall  and  transgression,  to  him  that  hath  died' 
ar  them  all,  and  purchased  Uiem  all,  and  tasted  death  for  all,  and  en- 
ightened  them  all,  and  gave  his  grace  to  them  all;  and  he  wjlleth  that 
11  might  be  saved,  and  come  to  the  knowledge  of  the  truth  of  Chria^ 
vho  doth  this.  And  whoever  teacheth  another  doctrine,  brings 
leople  into  sects  and  confusion,  to  destroy  one  another,  where  tlicT 
lave  not  natural  aOections,  and  will  do  that  to  another,  which 
hey  would  not  have  others  to  do  unto  them,  who  break  the  bonda 
hereby  of  civil  commerce  amongst  mankind;  and  the  religions, 
*iya,  and  worships  of  all  such,  are  no  worships,  religions,  nor  ways 
a  God,  but  set  up  by  a  dark,  peevish  spirit,  by  which  they  destroy 
loe  another,  which  are  God's  creatures,  about  them  ;  all  which  come 


from  him  who  is  out  of  the  truths  whom  Christ  came  t&  destroy.'^— 
Page  19. 

From  a  selection  of  Epistles  of  Greorge  Fox^  by  Samuel  Tuke^I 
fead  the  following,  viz. 

1676.  *<So  every  true  believer  will  confess  to  Christ,  his  salva- 
tion, his  way,  light  and  life,  out  of  death  and  darkness ;  his  prophet 
to  open  to  him,  his  captain  and  commander,  to  command  and  lead 
him  ;  his  counsellor,  to  counsel  him  ;  and  his  priest,  who  hath  offered 
himself  for  him,  and  who  sanctifies  him,  and  offers  him  up  to  God : 
to  whom  be  all  praise  and  glory  for  ever.     Amen. 

<<  So  important  andhessential  did  George  Fox  consider  the  know- 
ledge and.  belief  of  the  coming  and  offices  of  our  Lord  and  Savioar 
Jesus  Christ,  that  he  exhorted  his  friends  in  America  to  impress  them 
on  the  minds  of  the  native  Indians  as  well  as  the  negroes  under  their 
care.  This  will  appear  from  the  following  extract  of  an  epistl^ 
written  by  him  in  1679,  viz. 

<<  And  also  you  must  instruct  and  teach  your  Indians  and  negroea^ 
and  all  others,  how  that  Christ  by  the  grace  of  God,  tasted  death  for 
every  man,  and  gave  himself  a  ransom  for  all  men,  to  be  testified  ia 
due  time,  and  is  the  propitiation,  not  for  the  sins  of  christians  ooly, 
but  for  the  sins  of  the  whole  world ;  and  how  that  he  doth  enligbtea 
every  man  that  cometh  into  the  world  with  his  true  light,  which  ia 
the  life  in  Christ,  by  ^hom  the  world  was  made. 

Again  in  1687,  <<And  if  sometimes  you  should  have  some  meet- 
ines  with  the  Indian  king%  and  their  councils,  to  let  them  know  Ae 
pnnciples  of  truth  ;  so  that  they  may  know  the  way  of  salvation, 
and  the  nature  of  true  Christianity,  and  how  that  Christ  hath  died  for 
them,  who  tasted  death  for  every  man  ;  and  so  the  gosp^  of  salvation 
must  be  preached  to  every  creature  under  heaven  ;  and  how  that 
Christ  hath  enlightened  them^  who  enlightens  all  that  come  into  the 
world.'' 

From  Barclay's  Apology,  p.  41. 

^FoT  the  infinite  and  most  wise  Grod,  who  is  the  foundation,  root^ 
and  spring  of  all  operation,  hath  wrought  all  things  by  his  eternrf 
Word  and  Son.  This  is  that  Word  that  was  in  the  beginning  wiiSt 
Qoitf  and  was  God,  by  whom  all  things  were  made,  and  without 
whom  was  not  anything  made  that  was  made.  This  is  that  Jesos 
Christ,  by  whom  God  created  all  things,  by  whom,  and  for  whom, 
all  things  were  created,  that  are  in  heaven  and  earth,  visible  or  invi*'- 
sible,  whether  they  be  thrones,  or  dominions,  or  principalities,  or 
powers,  Col.  i.  16.  who  therefore  is  called,  <The  first  bom  of  every 
creature,'  Col.  i.  15.  As  then  that  infinite  and  incomprehensible 
fountain  of  life  and  motion  operateth  in  the  creatures  by  his  own 
eternal  word  and  power,  so  no  creature  has  access  again  unto  htm 
but  in  and  by  the  Son,  according  to  his  own  express  words,  ^i^& 
man  knoweth  tlie  Father,  but  the  Son,  and  he  to  whom  the  Son  will 
reveal  him  f  Matt.  xi.  ^Yi  Luke  x.  *  22.     And  again,  he  himself 
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utb,  <  I  Bm  Iha  way,  the  truth,  and  the  life  :  do  raaa  cometh  unto 
bb  Father  but  by  me.*  John  xir.  6. 

**  Hence  he  is  fitly  called, '  The  mediator  betwixt  God  and  man  : ' 
or  having  been  with  God  from  all  eternity,  being  himself  God,  and 
Jso  in  time  partaking  of  the  nature  of  man,  through  him  is  the  good- 
lefls  and  love  of  God  conveyed  to  mankind,  and  by  him  again  man 
vceiveth  and  partaketh  of  these  mercies." 

Page  152:  "  But  by  this,  aa  we  do  not  at  all  intend  to  equal  our- 
■elveit  to  that  holy  man,  the  Lord  Jesus  Christ,  who  was  born  of  the 
l^ii^n  Mary,  in  whom  all  the  fulness  of  the  Godhead  dwelt  bodily, 
»  neither  do  we  destroy  the  reality  of  his  prcffnt  existence,  as  some 
live  falsely  calutpniated  us.  For  though  we  aEfirm  that  Christ  dwells 
in  us,  yet  not  immediately,  but  mediately,  as  he  is  in  that  seed  which 
lain  us;  whereas  he,  to  wit,  the  eternal  Word  which  was  with  God, 
ind  was  God,  dwelt  immediately  in  that  holy  man.  He  then  is  aa 
the  head,  and  we  as  the  members ;  he  the  vine,  and  we  the  branches. 
Now  as  the  soul  of  man  dwells  otherwise,  and  in  a  far  more  imme- 
Uite  manner  in  the  head  and  in  the  heart,  than  in  the  hands  or  legs ; 
ind  aa  the  sap,  virtue,  and  life  of  the  vine  lodgeth  far  otherwise  in 
the  stock  and  root  than  in  the  branches,  so  God  dwelleth  otherwise 
ia  the  man  Jesus  than  in  us.  We  also  freely  reject  the  heresy  of 
A,poUinarius,  who  denied  him  to  have  any  soul,  but  said  the  body 
na  only  actuated  by  the  Godhead.  As  also  the  error  of  Eutyehes, 
irlM  ande  the  manhood  to  be  wholly  swallowed  up  of  the  Godhead. 
(Vlierefore,  as  we  believe  he  was  a  true  and  real  man,  so  we  also  be- 
lisve  that  be  continues  so  to  be  glorified  in  the  heavens  in  soul  and 
body,  by  whom  God  shall  Judge  the  world,  in  the  great  and  general 
lay  of  judgment." 

Page  155:  "  Fourthly,  We  do  not  hereby  intend  any  ways  to 
tisen  or  derogate  from  the  atonement  and  sacrifice  of  Jcsua  Christ; 
Mt  on  the  contrary  do  magnify  and  exalt  it.  For  aa  we  believe  all 
Jioae  things  to  have  been  certainly  transacted  which  are  recorded  in 
ibe  Holy  Scriptures  concerning  the  birth,  life,  miracles,  sufferings, 
VaireetJon  and  ascension  of  Christ ;  so  we  do  also  believe  that  it  is 
he  duty  of  every  one  to  believe  it  to  whom  it  pleases  God  to  reveal 
he  same,  and  to  bring  to  them  the  knowledge  of  it ;  yea  we  believe 
I  were  damnable  unbelief  not  to  believe  it,  when  so  declared ;  but 
0  rtiast  that  holy  seed,  which  as  minded  would  lead  and  incline 
niy  one  to  believe  it  as  it  is  ofiered  unto  them,  though  it  revealeth 
lot  in  every  one  the  outward  and  explicit  knowledge  of  it,  never- 
belcM  it  always  assenleth  to  it  ubi  declaratur,  where  it  \a  declared. 
Nevertheless  as  we  firmly  believe  it  was  necessary  that  Christ  should 
vam,  that  by  his  death  and  Vufferings  he  might  offer  up  himself  a 
lerifice  to  God  for  our  sins,  who  his  own  self  bare  our  sins  in  hia 
WB  body  on  the  tree;  so  we  believe  that  the  remission  of  sins 
'hich  any  partake  of,  is  only  in  and  by  virtue  of  that  moat  satisfao 
try  sacrifice,  and  no  otherwise.  For  it  is  by  the  obedience  of  that 
ne  that  the  free  gift  is  come  upon  all  to  juatificatioo.  For  we  affirm^ 
47 
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that  as  all  men  partake  of  the  fruit  of  Adam's  fall,  ia  that  by  reason 
of  that  evil  seed,  which  through  him  is  communicated  unto  (hem, 
they  are  prone  and  inclined  unto  evil,  though  thousands  of  thousands 
be  ignorant  of  Adam's  fall,  neither  ever  knew  of  the  eating  of  the 
forbidden  fruit ;  so  also  many  may  come  to  feel  the  influence  of  this 
holy  and  divine  seed  and  light,  and  be  turned  from  evil  to  good  by 
it,  though  they  knew  nothing  of  Christ's  coming  in  the  flesh,  through 
whose  obedience  and  sufferings  it  is  purchased  unto  them.  And  as 
idve  affirm  it  is  absolutely  needful,  that  those  do  believe  the  history  of 
Christ's  outward  appau^nce,  whom  it  pleased  God  to  bring  to  the 
knowledge  of  it ;  so  we  do  freely  confess,  that  even  that  outward 
knowledge  is  very  comfortable  to  such  as  are  subject  to,  and  led  by 
iJie  inward  seed  and  light.  For  not  only  doth  the  sense  of  Christ's 
Ipve  and  sufferings  tend  to  humble  them,  but  they  are  thereby  also 
itrengthened  in  their  faith,  and  encouraged  to  follow  that  excellent 

gittern  which  he  hath  left  us,  who  suffered  for  us,  as  saith  the  apostle 
eievy  1  Pet.  ii.  21.  leaving  us  an  example  that  we  should  follow  his 
steps :  and  many  times  we  are  greatly  edified  and  refreshed  with  the 
gracious  sayings  which  proceed  out  of  his  mouth.  The  history  then 
)B  profitable  and  comfortable  with  the  mystery,  and  never  without  it; 
but  the  mystery  is  and  may  be  profitable  without  the  explicit  and 
outward  knowledge  of  the  history.^' 

I  will  also  refer  the  court  to  Barclay's  Apology,  p.  217,  viz. 

'^^  Secondly,  God  manifested  this  love  towards  us,  in  the  sending 
of  his  beloved  Son  the  Lord  Jesus  Christ  into  the  world,  who  gave 
himself  for  us  an  offering  and  a  sacrifice  to  God,  for  a  sweet-smelling 
invour ;  and  having  made  peace  through  the  blood  of  the  cross,  that 
he  might  reconcile  us  unto  himself,  and  by  the  eternal  Spirit^  offered 
himself  without  spot  unto  God,  and  suffered  for  our  sins,  the  just  for 
die  unjust,  that  he  might  bring  us  unto  God. 

<<  Thirdly  then,  Forasmuch  as  all  men  who  have  come  to  man's 
^tate  (the  man  Jesus  only  excepted)  have  sinned,  therefore  all  have 
Dl^d  of  this  Saviour,  to  remove  the  wrath  of  God  fVom  them,  due  to 
their  offences;  in  this  respect  he  is  truly  said  to  have  borne  the  ini- 

Soities  of  ills  all  in  his  body  on  the  tree,  and  therefore  is  the  only 
ii^iator,  having  qualified  the  wrath  of  God  towards  us ;  so  that  our 
fdrtner  Sins  stand  not  in  our  Way,  being  by  virtue  of  his  most  satis^ 
&ctory  sacrifice  removed  and  pardoned.  Neither  do  we  think  that 
Amission  of  sins  is  to  be  expected,  sought,  or  obtained  any  other 
way,  or  by  any  work  or  sacrifice  whatsoever ;  though,  as  has  been 
said  formerly,  they  may  come  to  partake  of  this  remission  that  are 
ignorant  of  the  historv.  So  then  Christ  by  his  death  and  sufferings 
bath  reconciled  us  to  God,  even  while  we  are  enemies;  that  is,  hef^ffers 
(^conciliation  unto  us ;  we  are  put  into  a  capacity  of  being  reconciled ; 
God  is  willing  to  forgive  us  our  iniquities,  and  to  accept  us,  as  is  well 
eirpressedby  the  apostle,  2  Cor.  v.  19.  <  God  was  m  Christ,  recon- 
iihng  the  worid  unto  himself,  not  imputing  their  trespasses  unto 
thetti^  and  hath  put  in  tis  the  word  of  reeonciliation. '    And  therefore 
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the  AposUe,  in  the  next  verses,  entreats  them  in  Christ's  9tea4  to  be 
nconeiled  to  God  ;  intimating  that  the  wrath  of  Grod  being  removed 
by  the  obedience  of  Christ  Jesus,  he  is  willing  to  be  reconciled  untie 
them,  and  ready  to  remit  the  sins  that  are  past,  if  they  repent. 

^  We  consider  then  our  redemption  in  a  two-fold  respect  or  state, 
both  which  in  their  own  nature  are  perfect,  though  in  their  applica- 
tion to  us  the  one  is  not,  nor  can  be,  without  respect  to  the  other. 

<<The  first  is  the  redemption  performed  and  accomplished  by 
Christ  for  us  in  his  crucified  body  without  us  :  the  other  is  the  re- 
demption wrought  by  Christ  in  us,  which  no  less  properly  is  called 
and  accounted  a  redemption  than  the  former.  wThe  first  then  is  that 
whereby  a  man,  as  he  stands  in  the  fall,  is  put  in  a  capacity  of  salva- 
tion, and  hath  conveyed  unto  him  a  measure  of  that  power,  virtue, 
^rit,  life,  and  grace  that  was  in  Christ  Jesus,  which,  as  the  free  gift 
ot  God,  is  able  to  counterbalance,  overcome,  and  root  out  the  evil 
seed,  wherewith  we  are  naturally,  as  in  the  fall,  leavened. 

<'The  second  is  that  whereby  we  witness  and  know  this  pure  and 
perfect  redemption  in  ourselves,  purifying,  cleansing,  and  redeeming 
08  from  the  power  of  corruption,  and  bringing  us  into  unity,  favour, 
and  friendship  with  God.  By  the  first  of  tliHSse  two,  we  that  were 
lost  in  Adam,  plunged  into  the  bitter  and  corrupt  seed,  unable  of  our^ 
selves  to  do  any  good  thing,  but  naturally  joined  and  united  to  evil^ 
forward  and  prepense  to  all  iniquity,  servants  and  slaves  to  the  power 
and  spirit  of  darkness,  are,  notwithstanding  all  this,  so  far  reconciled 
to  God  by  the  death  of  his  Son,  while  enemies,  that  we  are  pojt 
iato  a  capacity  of  salvation,  having  the  glad  tidings  of  the  gospel 
of  peace  offered  unto  us,  and  God  is  reconciled  unto  us  in  Christ, 
edls  and  invites  us  to  himself,  in  which  respect  we  understand  these 
Scriptures :  He  slew  the  enemy  in  himself.  He  loved  us  first ;  see- 
ing us  in  our  blood,  he  said  unto  us.  Live ;  he  who  did  not  sin  his 
own  self,  bare  our  sins  in  his  own  body  on  the  tree;  and  he  died  for 
our  sins,  the  just  for  the  unjust. 

<<  By  the  second,  we  witness  this  capacity  brought  into  act,  where- 
by receiving  and  not  resisting  the  purchase  of  his  death,  to  wit,  the 
fight,  spirit  and  grace  of  Christ  revealed  in  us,  we  witness  and  pos- 
K0B  a  real,  true,  and  inward  redemption  from  the  power  and  preva- 
lency  of  sin,  and  so  come  to  be  truly  and  really  redeemed,  justified, 
and  made  righteous,  and  to  a  sensible  union  and  friendship  with  God. 
Hius  h^  died  for  us,  that  he  might  redeem  us  from  all  iniquity  ;  and 
thus  *  we  know  him  and  the  power  of  his  resurrection,  and  the  fel- 
lowship of  his  sufierings,  being  made  conformable  to  his  death.'  This 
last  follows  the  first  in  order,  and  is  a  consequence  of  it,  proceeding 
from  it,  as  an  effect  from  its  cause :  so  as  none  could  have  enjoyed 
the  last,  without  the  first  had  been,  such  being  the  will  of  God;  so 
dso  can  none  now  partake  of  the  first,  but  as  he  witnesseth  the  last 
Wherefore  as  to  us,  they  are  both  causes  of  our  justification ;  the 
bet  the  procuring  efficient,  the  other  the  formal  cause.'' 

I  next  cite  from  2d  vol.  of  Penn'a  Wocksi  p.  411 : 
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<<  Before  I  leave  this  particular,  I  must  again  declare,  that  we  wre 
led  by  the  light  and  spirit  of  Christ,  with  holy  reverence  to  con- 
fess  unto  the  blood  of  Christ  shed  at  Jerusalem,  <as  that  by  which  a 
propitiation  was  held  forth  to  the  remission  of  the  sins  that  were 
past  through  the  forbearance  of  God  unto  all  that  believed.'  And 
we  do  embrace  it  as  such  ;  and  do  firmly  believe,  that  thereby  God 
declared  his  great  love  unto  the  world  ;  for  by  it  is  the  conscious* 
ness  of  sin  declared  to  be  taken  away,  or  remission  sealed  to  all  that 
have  known  <true  repentance  and  faith  in  his  appearance.'  But  be* 
cause  of  the  condition.  I  mean  faith  and  repentance,  therefore  do  we 
exhort  all  to  turn  theP  minds  to  the  light  and  spirit  of  Christ  within, 
that  by  seeing  their  conditions,  and  being  by  the  same  brought  both 
into  true  contrition  and  holy  confidence  in  God's  mercy,  they  may 
come  to  receive  the  benefit  thereof ;  for  without  that  necessary  cod- 
dition,  it  will  be  impossible  to  obtain  remission  of  sins,  though  it  be 
80  generally  promulgated  thereby." 

Page  867 :  **  We  do  believe  that  Jesus  Christ  was  our  holy  sacri- 
fice, atonement,  and  propitiation;  that  he  bore  our  iniquities,  and  that 
by  his  stripes  we  were  healed  of  the  wounds  Adam  gave  us  in  his  fall; 
and  that  God  is  just  in  forgiving  true  penitents  upon  the  credit  of  that 
holy  offering  Christ  made  of  himself  to  God  for  us ;  and  that  what 
he  did  and  suffered,  satisfied  and  pleased  God,  and  was  for  the  sake 
of  fallen  man,  that  had  displeased  God  :  and  that  through  the  offe^ 
ing  up  of  himself  once  for  all,  through  the  eternal  Spirit,  he  hatk 
forever  perfected  those  (in  all  times)  that  were  sanctified,  *who 
walked  not  after  the  flesh,  but  after  the  Spirit. '  Rom.  viii.  1.  Mark  that 

<<  In  short,  justification  consists  of  two  parts,  or  hath  a  two-fold 
consideration,  viz  :  justification  from  the  guilt  of  sin,  and  justifica- 
tion from  the  power  and  pollution  of  sin,  and  in  this  sense  justifica- 
tion gives  a  man  a  full  and  clear  acceptance  before  God.  For  want  of 
this  latter  part  it  is,  that  so  many  souls,  religiously  inclined,  are  oflea 
under  doubts,  scruples,  and  despondencies,  notwithstanding  all 
that  their  teachers  tell  them  of  the  extent  and  efficacy  of  the  first 
part  of  justification.  And  it  is  too  general  an  unhappiness  among 
the  professors  of  Christianity,  that  they  are  apt  to  cloak  their  own 
active  and  passive  disobedience  with  the  active  and  passive  obedi- 
ence of  Christ.  The  first  part  of  justification,  we  do  reverently  and 
humbly  acknowledge,  is  only  for  the  sake  of  the  death  and  sufferings 
of  Christ :  nothing  we  can  do,  though  by  the  operation  of  the  Holy 
Spirit,  being  able  to  cancel  old  debts,  or  wipe  out  old  scores :  it  is 
the  power  and  efficacy  of  that  propitiatory  offering,  upon  faith  and 
repentance,  that  justifies  us  from  the  sins  that  are  past;  and  it  is  the 
power  of  Christ's  Spirit  in  our  hearts,  that  purifies  and  makes  us  ac* 
ceptable  before  God.'' 

Page  869  :  <<  And  lest  any  should  say  we  are  equivocal  in  our  ex- 
pressions, and  allegorize  away  Christ's  appearance  in  the  flesh,  mean- 
ing only  thereby,  our  own  flesh ;  and  that  as  often  as  we  mention 
him,  we  mean  only  a  mystery,  or  a  mystical  sense  of  him,  be  it  as  to 
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B  eomiDgi  birtb^  miracles,  sufferings,  death,  resurrection,  ascension, 
fidiatioD  and  judgment ;  I  would  yet  add,  to  preserve  the  well  dis- 
oaed  from  being  staggered  by  such  suggestions,  and  to  inform  and 
selaim  such  as  are  under  the  power  and  prejudice  of  them,  that,  we 
0,  we  bless  God,  religiously  believe  and  confess,  to  the  glory  pf 
rod  the  Father,  and  the  honour  of  his  dear  and  beloved  Son,  that, 
lesus  Christ  took  our  nature  upon  him,  and  was  like  unto  us  in  all 
bings,^  sin  excepted  :  that  he  was  born  of  the  virgin  Mary,  suffered 
inder  Pontius  Pilate,  the  Roman  governor,  was  crucified,  dead,  and 
Niried  in  the  sepulchre  of  Joseph  of  Arimathea;  rose  again  the  third 
lay,  and  ascended  into  heaven,  and  sits  on  the  right  hand  of  God,  in 
lie  power  and  majesty  of  his  Father ;  who  will  one  day  judge  the 
ivorld  by  him,  even  that  blessed  man,  Christ  Jesus,  according  to  their 
•forks." 

Vol.  ii.  page  885. — "1.  It  is  our  belief,  that  God  is;  and  that 
he  is  a  rewarder  of  all  them  that  fear  him,  with  eternal  rewards 
of  happiness  ;  and  that  those  who  fear  him  not,  shall  be  turned  into 
beU.  Heb.  xi.  16.  Rev.  xxii.  12.  Romans  ii.  5,  6,  7,  8.  Psalm 
ix.  17. 

««2.  That  there  are  three  that  bear  record  in  heaven,  the  Father, 
the  Word,  and  the  Spirit ;  and  these  three  are  really  one.  1  John 
r.7. 

<<  3.  That  the  Word  was  made  flesh,  and  dwelt  among  men  ;  and 
im,  and  is,  the  only  begotten  of  the  Father;  full  of  grace  and 
troth ;  his  beloved  Son,  in  whom  he  is  well  pleased,  and  whom  we 
ne  to  hear  in  all  things ;  who  tasted  death  for  every  man,  and  died 
br  sin,  that  we  might  die  to  sin,  and  by  his  power  and  spirit  be 
iiised  up  to  newness  of  life  here,  and  to  glory  hereafter.  John  i. 
14.    Matt  iii.  17.     Heb.  ii.  9.  ML 

«4.  That  as  we  are  only  justified  from  the  guilt  of  sin,  by  Chrisll^^ 
the  propitiation,  and  not  by  works  of  righteousness  that  we  have 
lone,  so  there  is  an  absolute  necessity  that  we  receive  and  obey,  to 
Dofeigned  repentance,  and  amendment  of  life,  the  holy  light  and 
Spirit  of  Jesus  Christ,  in  order  to  obtain  that  remission  and  justifi- 
cation from  sin  ;  since  no  man  can  be  justified  by  Christ,  who  walks 
Dot  after  the  Spirit  but  after  the  fiesh ;  for  whom  he  sanctifies,  them 
he  also  justifies ;  and  if  we  walk  in  the  light,  as  he  is  light,  his  pre- 
eioofl  blood  cleanseth  us  from  all  sin  ;  as*  well  from  the  pollution  as 
the  guilt  of  sin.    Rom.  iii.  22.  to  26.  viii.  1.  4.     1  John  v.  7." 

Vol.  ii.  pa^  880,  881. — "Of  Christ^s  coming,  both  in  6esh 
lod  Spirit — -Because  the  tendency  (generally  speaking)  of  our 
ministry,  is  to  press  people  to  the  inward  and  spiritual  appear- 
iQce  of  Christ,  by  his  Spirit  and  grace  in  their  hearts,  to  give  them 
I  true  sight  and  sense  of,  and  sorrow  for  sin,  to  amendment  of  life 
ind  practice  of  holiness  ;  and  because  we  have  often  opposed  that 
loctriney  of  bein^  actually  justified  by  the  merits  of  Christ,  while 
ictual  nnners  against  God,  by  living  in  the  pollutions  of  this  wicked 
vorld ;  we  are  by  our  adversaries  rendered  such,  as  either  deny  ot 
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undervalue  the  coming  of  Christ  without  us,  and  the  force  and  effi- 
cacy of  his  death  and  sufiering^,  as  a  propitiation  for  the  sins  of  the 
whole  world.  Whereas  we  do,  and  hope  we  ever,  shall,  as  w€ 
always  did,  confess  to  the  glory  of  God  the  Father,  and  the  honour 
•  of  his  dear  and  beloved  Son,  that  He,  to  wit,  Jesus  Christ,  took  our 
nature  upon  him,  was  like  us  in  all  things,  sin  excepted ;  that  be 
was  born  of  the  Virgin  Mary,  went  about  amongst  men  doing  good, 
and  working  many  miracles  ;  that  he  was  betrayed  by  Judas  into  the 
'  hands  of  the  chief  priests,  &c. ;  that  he  suffered  death  under  Ponti- 
us Pilate,  the  Roman  governor,  being  crucified  between  two  thieves, 
^  and  was  buried  in  the  sepulchre  of  Joseph  of  Arimathea;  rose 
again  the  third  day  from  the  dead,  and  ascended  into  heaven,  and 
sits  at^God's  right  hand,  in  the  power  and  majesty  of  his  Father, 
and  that  by  him,  God,  the  Father,  will  one  day  judge  the  whole 
world,  both  of  quick  and  dead,  according  to  their  works.'' 

Vol.  i.  p.  762:  '^Also  herein  did  Christ  manifest  his  love,  in  laying 
down  his  life  for  us.  <  This  is  my  commandment,'  said  Christ,  Uhat  ye 
love  one  another,  as  I  have  loved  you ;  and  greater  love  hath  no  man 
than  this,  that  a  man  lay  down  his  life  for  his  friends ;  ye  are  my 
friends,  if  ye  do  whatsoever  I  command  you.'  Indeed  he  gave  his 
life  for  the  world,  and  offered  up  one  common  sacrifice  for  mankind: 
and  by  this  one  offering  up  of  himself,  once  for  all,  he  hath  for  ever 
perfected,  that  is,  quitted  and  discharged,  and  taken  into  favour, 
them  that  are  sanctified ;  who  have  received  the  spirit  of  grace  and 
aanctification  in  their  hearts ;  for  such  as  resist  it  receive  not  the 
benefit  of  that  sacrifice,  but  damnation  to  themselves. 

<<Tbis  holy  offering  up  of  himself  by  the  eternal  Spirit,  is  a  great 
^Aart  of  his  messiahship ;  for  therein  he  hath  both  confirmed  his 
■Blessed  message  of  remission  of  sins,  and  life  everlasting,  to  as  many 
IRb  truly  believe  in  his  name,  and  hath  given  himself  a  propitiation 
for  all  that  have  sinned,  and  thereby  come  short  of  the  glory  of  God: 
Insomuch  that  God  is  said  by  the  aposlle  Paul,  *  to  be  just,  and  the 
justifier  of  him  which  believeth  in  Jesus,  whom  God  hath  set  forth 
to  be  a  propitiation,  through  faith  in  his  blood,  to  declare  his  right- 
eousness for  the  remission  of  sins  that  are  past,  through  the  forbear- 
ance of  God.' 

<<Unto  which  I  shall  join  his  mediatorship  or  advocacy,  linked 
together  both  by  the  apostle  of  the  Gentiles,  and  the  beloved  disciple 
John ;  the  first  in  these  words  :  '  For  there  is  one  God,  and  one  me- 
diator betwen  God  and  men,  the  man  Christ  Jesus,  who  gave  him- 
jelf  a  ransom  for  all,  to  be  testified  in  due  time.'  The  apcmtle  John 
ezpresseth  it  thus:  < My  little  children,  these  things  write  I  unto 
you,  that  you  sin  not ;  and  if  any  man  sinneth,  we  have  an  advocate 
with  the  Father,  Jesus  Christ  the  righteous ;  he  is  the  propitiation 
for  our  sins,  and  not  for  ours  only,  but  also  for  the  sins  of  the  whole 
world.'  So  that  to  be  brief,  the  christian  creed,  so  far  as  it  is  deda- 
^ratory,  lies  eminently  in  a  confession  of  these  particulars :  of  the 
divine  authority  of  the  New,  aa  well  of  the  Old  Testament  vmtXDgPf 
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nd  pttrtieolarly  of  these  great,  general,  and  obyioua  truths,  therein 
apmsed,  to  wit--of  God,  and  Christ,  his  miracles,  doctrines,  death, 
MRirrectiou,  advocateship  or  mediation,  the  gift  of  his  light.  Spirit 
r  grace — of  faith,  and  repentance  from  dead  works  unto  remission 
f  sins,  keeping  his  commandments ;  and  lastly,  of  eternal  recom- 
ence.'* 

From  the  2d  yol.  of  Isaac  Penington's  Works,  p.  248  : 

'<  Having  been  lately  at  London  upon  occasion  of  a  meeting  be- 
nreen  some  of  the  people  called  Quakers,  and  some  of  the  people 
ftlled  anabaptists,  and  other  confederates,  wherein  I  was  somewhat 
oncerned,  being  charged  or  brought  in  by  Thomas  Hicks,  in  his 
Boond  book  of  dialogues,  called.  Continuation,  p.  4,  to  prove,  that 
be  Quakers  account  the  blood  of  Christ  no  more  than  a  c<apmon 
bing  ;  and  having  been  at  that  meeting  to  clear  my  innocency  in 
bat  particular ;  but  the  thing  not  then  coming  in  question,  and  I 
eing  to  return  to  my  habitation  in  the  country  (though  I  staid  also 
second  meeting  for  that  purpose ;)  it  was  on  my  heart,  in  the 
learness  and  innocency  thereof,  to  give  forth  this  testimony,  to  take 
ff  that  untruth  and  calumny  of  T.  H.  both  from  the  people  called 
ioskers,  and  myself;  being  both  of  us  greatly  therein  injured,  as 
he  Lord  Grod  of  heaven  and  earth  knoweth.  I  have  had  experience 
i  that  despised  people  for  many  years,  and  I  have  often  heard  them 
even  the  ancient  ones  of  them)  own  Christ  both  inwardly  and  out- 
rardly.  Yea,  I  heard  one  of  the  ancients  of  them  thus  testify,  in 
public  meeting  many  years  since,  that  if  Christ  had  not  come  in 
he  flesh,  in  the  fulness  of  time,  to  bear  our  sins  in  his  own  body  on 
he  tree,  and  to  offer  himself  up  a  sacrifice  for  mankind,  all  mankind 
lad  utterly  perished. 

*<  What  cause  then  have  we  to  praise  the  Lord  God,  for  sendi 
m  Son  in  the  likeness  of  sinful  flesh,  and  for  what  his  Son  d 
herein  1" 

Replying  to  one  who  charged  him  with  consideriiig  the  flesh  and 
iklod  of  Christ  no  more  than  a  common  thing,  he  says,  p.  25 1 : 

<<  Herein  he  represents  me  wicked,  and  makes  me  speak,  by  his 
kinging  and  adding,  that  which  never  was  in  my  heart,  and  the  con- 
nry  whereto  I  have  several  times  affirmed  in  that  very  book  where 
hMB  several  queries  were  put  (out  of  which  he  forms  this  his  own 
[ueiyy  giving  it  forth  in  my  name).  For  in  the  10th  page  of  that 
i6dk,  beginning  at  line  3,  I  positively  affirm  thus :  that  Christ  did 
iSbr  ap  the  flesh  and  blood  of  that  body  (though  not  only  so,  for  he 
wared  out  his  soul,  he  poured  out  his  life)  a  sacrifice  or  offering  for 
in,  A  sacrifice  onto  the  Father,  and  in  it  tasted  death  for  every  man  ; 
ind  that  it  is  upon  consideration  (and  through  God's  acceptance  of 
his  sacrifice  for  sin)  that  the  sins  of  believers  are  pardoned,  that 
}bd  might  be  just,  and  the  justifier  of  him  who  believeth  in  Jesus, 
If  wtio  is  of  the  faith  of  JesuA.  Is  this  common  flesh  and  blood  ? 
Jan  this  be  affirmed  of  common  flesh  and  bloocf  ?  Ought  not  he  to 
MLTe  eoDlMeted  this,  and  other  passages  in  my  book  of  the  samtt 
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^tendency,  and  not  thus  have  reproached  mci  and  misrepreflented  me 
to  the  world  ?  Is  this  a  christian  spirit ;  or  according  to  the  law  or 
prophets,  or  Christ's  doctrine  ?  Doth  he  herein  do  as  he  would  be 
done  by  ?  Oh !  that  he  had  a  heart  to  consider  it !  I  might  also  ex- 
cept against  those  words :  human  nature  (which  he  twice  putteth  in) 
being  not  my  words,  nor  indeed  my  sense  ;  for  by  human  nature,  as 
I  judge,  is  understood  more  than  the  body  :  whereas  I,  by  the  word 
veil,  intended  no  more  than  the  flesh  (or  outward  body),  which  in 
Scripture  is  expressly  so  called.  Heb.  x.  20.  ^Through  the  veil, 
that  is  to  say,  his  flesh.'  " 

In  p.  256  :  <<  Now  as  touching  the  outward,  which  ye  say  we  deny, 
because  of  our  testimony  to  the  inward,  I  have  frequently  given  a 
mostgplemn  testimony  thereto  ;  and  God  knowcth  it  to  be  the  truth 
of  my  heart ;  and  that  the  testifying  to  the  inward  (from  which  the 
outward  came)  doth  not  make  the  outward  void,  but  rather  establish 
it  in  its  place  and  service.  God  himself,  who  knew  what  virtue 
was  in  the  inward,  yet  hath  pleased  to  make  use  of  the  outward; 
and  who  may  contradict  or  slight  his  wisdom  and  counsel  therein? 
Glorious  was  the  appearance  and  manifestation  of  his  Son  in  flesh; 
precious  his  subjection  and  holy  obedience  to  his  Father  ;  his  giving 
himself  up  to  death  for  sinners  was  of  great  esteem  in  his  eye !  It 
was  a  spotless  sacrifice  of  great  value,  and  effectual  for  the  remissioD 
of  sins  :  and  I  do  acknowledge  humbly  unto  the  Lord  the  remission 
of  my  sins  thereby,  and  bless  the  Lord  for  it;  even  for  giving  up 
his  Son  to  death  for  us  all,  and  giving  all  that  believe  in  his  name 
and  power  to  partake  of  remission  through  him.^^ 

From  Thomas  Ell  wood's  reply  to  a  work  written  by  Greo.  Keith, 
entitled  ^<  The  Deism  of  William  Penn,"  &c.  I  take  the  following,  viz. 

<<  Now  herein  G.  Keith's  both  injustice  and  malice  is  the  greater,  in 

arging  W.  Penn,  and  his  brethren  the  Quakers,  with  deism  ;  in- 
asmuch as  he  assuredly  knows  (which  some  other  adversaries  have 
Dot  had  the  like  opportunity  to  know,  as  he  hath  had)  by  certain  ex- 

g^rience,  drawn  by  so  many  years  intimate  conversation  with  W. 
enn  and  the  Quakers,  in  free  and  familiar  conferences,  and  in  reading 
their  books,  that  W.  Penn  and  the  Quakers,  both  in  word  and  writing, 

Eublicly  and  privately,  have  always,  and  on  all  occasions  confest,  ac- 
nowledged,  owned  as  well  as  believed,  the  incarnation  of  Christ, 
according  to  the  Holy  Scriptures,  viz.  that  <  The  word  was  made 
flesh.'  That  'When  the  fulness  of  time  was  come,  God  sent  forth 
his  Son  made  of  a  woman,  made  under  the  law,  to  redeem  them  that 
were  under  the  law.'  That  <  Christ  Jesus  being  in  the  form  of  God, 
and  thinking  it  no  robbery  to  be  equal  with  God,  made  himself  of 
no  reputation,  and  took  upon  him  the  form  of  a  servant,  and  was 
made  in  the  likeness  of  men ;  and  being  found  in  fashion  as  a  man, 
he  humbled  himself,  and  became  obedient  unto  death,  even  the 
death  of  the  cross.'  < Christ  died  for  our  sins,  according  to  the 
Scriptures,  and  that  lie  was  buried,  and  that  he  rose  again  the  third 
day^  acconling  to  the  Scriptures.'    That ' He  was  delivered  for  our 
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offences,  and  was  raisod  Bgain  for  our  justification.'  That  '  He  i> 
the  prapilinlion  for  our  sina ;  and  not  for  ours  only,  but  for  the  sins 
of  the  whole  nurld.'  That '  He  ascended  ap  far  above  all  heavens, 
that  he  mi^ht  till  nil  tliinEs.'  That  <He  is  ooe  mediator  between 
Ooil  and  men.'  That  <  He  ia  at  the  right  hand  of  God,  and  tnaketh 
interceasion  for  us.'  And  is  'our  advocate  with  the  Father.*  And 
<  That  it  is  He  which  was  ordained  of  God,  to  be  the  Judge  of  quick 
lod  dead.'  These  things,  I  say,  G.  Keith  certainly  Jinows  have  been 
constantly  held,  believed,  professed  and  owned  by  W:  Penn  and  his 
brethren  the  Quakers  in  general,  both  privately  and  publicly,  in 
irord  and  writing.  These  things  are  so  often  testified  of  in  our 
meetings,  and  have  been  so  fully  and  plainly  asserted  and  held  forth 
in  otir  books,  that  we  might  call  in  almost  as  many  witnessesthereof, 
vhave  frequented  our  meetings,  or  attentively  read  our  books." 

P.  33  :  *'  Yet  he  himself  well  knows,  that  neither  he,  nor  W.  Penn, 
Bor  any  of  the  Quakers,  ever  were  deists ;  ever  did  deny,  disown,  or 
disbelieve  the  coming,  incarnation,  suSeringa  and  death  of -Christ, 
■a  man  outwardly  in  the  flesh,  his  resurrection,  aacenaion  and  medi- 
atonhip ;  and  he  himaelf  has  undesignedly  acquitted  W,  Fenn  from 
his  present  charge  of  deism,  by  a  atory  he  told  in  his  first  Narrative, 
page  3S.  That  upon  some  urging  him  to  give  an  instance  of  one 
English  Quaker  that  he  ever  heard  pray  to  Christ:  W.  Penn,  being 
pesent,  said,  I  am  an  Englishman,  and  a  Quaker,  and  I  own  I  have 
•ft  prayed  to  Christ  Jesus ;  even  him  that  was  crucified.  This,  he 
my^  was  in  the  year  167S.  Which  was  five  years  after  1he  pub- 
lisfaing  of  that  book,  from  which  he  attempts  to  prove  him  a  deist; 
that  is,  a  denier  of  the  man  Christ  Jesus,  who  was  crucified." 

From  a  book,  entitled  "The  Switch  to  the  Snake  in  the  Grass," 
p.  7  and  8  of  the  Introduction  :  , 

"  'The  Quakers  dispute  against  these,  viz.  the  outward  sufieringa 
and  death  of  Christ,  and  place  the  merit  and  satisfaction,  in  the  alle- 
gorical suflerings  and  blood  of  their  light  within,  inwardly  shed,'  &c. 
«Tbis  assertion  of  tlie  Snake  is  not  allegorically,  but  literally,  a 
lie;  for  we  acknowledge  the  satisfaction  made -by  Christ  to  his 
t/ibex,  but  we  do  deny  that  groundless  and  dangerous  notion,  of  his 
haTing  paid,  and  his  Fatlier  exacted,  that  strict  and  rigorous  satia- 
bcljoo,  by  undergoing  the  self-same  punishment  and  pains  that  the 
duDoed  sufler  in  hell. 

**  We  own  the  merit  of  his  outward  death  and  suflerings,  but  dis- 
pate  Bgainat  the  misapplication  of  that  merit,  to  ungodly  men,  con- 
tinuing Impenitently  in  their  sins. 

'*  We  own  and  believe,  that  men,  by  continuing  impenitently  in 
tbeir  sins,  do  press,  as  with  sheaves,  the  Holy  Spirit,  and  by  such, 
tbeir  despite  lo  the  Spirit  of  Grace,  do  grieve  the  good  Spirit  of 
Ood,  which  he  hath  shed  abroad  upon  the  hearts  of  men,  in  order  to 
their  regeueration.  But  have  never  said  or  believed,  that  the  satis- 
bction  made  by  Christ  to  the  Father,  and  the  merit  thereof,  con- 
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aisled  in  any  allegorical  suffering  and  blood  of  the  light  within, 
inwardly  shed. 

<<  We  own  .and  believe,  that  men,  through  obedience  to  the  Spirit 
of  grace,  may  come  to  have  their  consciences  sprinkled  from  dead 
works,  to  serve  the  living  God ;  and  may,  through  the  blood  of  the 
everlasting  covenant,  be  made  perfect  in  every  good  work  to  do  the 
will  of  God,  through  Jesus  Christ.  But  have  never  placed,  or  be- 
lieved the  possibility  thereof,  did  consist  in  such  allegorical  death  and 
sufferings,  as  the  Snake  does  insinuate  against  us ;  no  more  than  the 
apostle,  in  these  and  other  places  of  Holy  Writ,  where  he  directs 
men  to  the  Word,  Christ,  in  them,  can  be  supposed  to  undervalue  the 
outward  death  and  sufferings  of  Christ,  at  Jerusalem,  and  to  place 
the  satisfaction  he  made  to  the  Father,  and  the  merit  of  it,  to  consist 
in  these  his  spiritual  appearances,  by  the  Holy  Spirit,  in  the  hearts 
of  men." 

.  I  shall  next  proceed  to  lay  before  the  court  some  extracts  re- 
specting the  belief  of  the  society  as  to  the  inspiration  of  the  Holy 
Scriptures :  and  the  court,  I  doubt  not,  will  excuse  us  for  the  time 
which  must  necessarily  be  occupied  in  reading  them.  Many  extracts 
on  this  subject  have  been  cited  by  the  learned  counsel  on  the  other 
side,  which  we  shall  be  able  to  show  are  substantially  in  accordance 
with  the  doctrines  which  we  profess  to  hold.  It  is,  therefore,  re- 
quisite that  we  should  submit  to  your  hoqours  some  extracts  on  the 
subject  of  doctrine  as  given  in  the  standard  works.  I  read  first  from 
Barclay's  Apology,  p.  81. 

^<  From  these  revelations  of  the  Spirit  of  God  to  the  saints  have 
proceeded  the  Scriptures  of  truth,  which  contain, 

<<  I.  A  faithful  historical  account  of  the  actings  of  God's  people 
.in  divers  ages;  with  many  singular  and  remarkable  providences  at- 
tending them. 

<<  n.  A  prophetical  account  of  several  things,  whereof  some  are 
■already  past,  and  some  yet  to  come. 

<<  HI.  A  full  and  ample  account  of  all  the  chief  principles  of  the 
doctrine  of  Christ,  held  forth  in  divers  precious  declarations,  exhorta- 
tions, and  sentences,  which  by  the  moving  of  God's  Spirit  were  at 
several  times,  and  upon  sundry  occasions,  spoken  and  written  unto 
some  churches  and  their  pastors. 

<<  Nevertheless,  because  they  are  only  a  declaration  of  the  foun- 
tain, and  not  the  fountain  itself,  therefore  they  are  not  to  be  esteemed 
the  principal  ground  of  all  truth  and  knowledge,  nor  yet  the  adequate 
primary  rule  of  faith  and  manners.  Yet  because  they  give  a  true 
and  faithful  testimony  of  the  first  foundation,  they  are  and  may  be 
esteemed  a  secondary  rule,  subordinate  to  the  Spirit,  from  which  they 
have  all  their  excellency  and  certainty  :  for  as  by  the  inward  testi- 
mony of  the  Spirit  we  do  alone  truly  know  them,  so  they  testify, 
That  the  Spirit  is  that  guide  by  which  the  saints  are  led  into  all 
truth;  therefore,  according  to  the  Scriptures,  the  Spirit  is  the  first 
and  principal  leader.    Seeing  then  that  we  do,  therefore,  receive  and 
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Mieve  tte  Scriptures  because  they  proceeded  from  the  Spirit,  for 
the  very  ssme  reason  is  the  Spirit  more  originally  and  principally 
the  rule,  according  to  the  received  maxim  in  the  schools.  Propter 
quod  unumqiLodque  est  tale,  illud  ipsum  est  magis  tale :  That 
for  which  a  thing  is  such,  that  thing  itself  is  more  such. 

^  I.  The  former  part  of  this  proposition,  though  it  needs  no  apo^ 
logy  for  itself,  yet  it  is  a  good  apology  for  us,  and  will  help  to  sweep 
away  that,  among  many  other  calumnies,  wherewith  we  are  often 
loaded,  as  if  we  were  vilifiers  and  deniers  of  the  Scriptures ;  for  in 
that  which  we  affirm  of  them,  it  doth  appear  at  what  high  rate  we 
Talue  them,  accounting  them,  without  all  deceit  or  equivocation,  the 
most  excellent  writings  in  the  world  ;  to  which  not  only  no  other 
writings  are  to  be  preferred,  but  even  in  divers  respects  not  compa- 
rable thereto.  For  as  we  freely  acknowledge  that  their  authority 
doth  not  depend  upon  the  approbation  or  canons  of  any  church  or 
anembly ;  so  neither  can  we  subject  them  to  the  fallen,  corrupt,  and 
defiled  reason  of  man  :  and  therein  as  we  do  freely  agree  with  the 
protestants  against  the  error  of  the  romanists,  so  on  the  other  hand, 
we  cannot  go  the  length  of  such  protestants  as  make  their  authority 
to  depend  upon  any  virtue  or  power  that  is  in  the  writings  them- 
Rlves;  but  we  desire  to  ascribe  ^1  to  that  Spirit  from  which  they 
proceeded." 

P.  97 :  **  If  it  be  then  asked  me,  whether  I  think  hereby  to  ren- 
der the  Scriptures  altogether  uncertain,  or  useless  ? 

<<  I  answer ;  not  at  all.  The  proposition  itself  declares  how  much 
1  esteem  them;  and  provided  that  to  the  Spirit  from  which  they 
came  be  but  granted  that  place  the  Scriptufes  themselves  give  it,  I 
do  freely  concede  to  the  Scriptures  the  second  place,  even  whatsoever 
they  say  of  themselves  which  the  apostle  Paul  chiefly  mentions  in 
two  places,  Rom.  xv.  4.  *  Whatsoever  things  were  written  aforetime, 
were  written  for  our  learning,  that  we  through  patience  and  comfort 
of  the  Scriptures  might  have  hope.'  2  Tim.  iii.  15,  16,  17.  ^The 
Holy  Scriptures  are  able  to  make  wise  unto  salvation,  through  faith^ 
which  is  in  Jesus  Christ.  All  Scripture  given  by  inspiration  of  God, 
is  profitable  for  correction,  for  instruction  in  righteousness,  that  the 
man  of  God  may  be  perfect,  thoroughly  furnished  unto  e^ery  good 
work.' '' 

P.  99 :  ^  In  this  respect  above-mentioned  then  we  have  shown 
what  service  and  use  the  Holy  Scriptures,  as  managed  in  and  by  the 
Spirit,  are  of  to  the  church  of  God ;  wherefore  we  do  account  them 
a  secondary  rule.  Moreover,  because  they  are  commonly  acknow- 
ledged by  all  to  have  been  written  by  the  dictates  of  the  Holy  Spirit, 
and  that  the  errors  which  may  be  supposed  by  the  injury  of  times, 
to  have  slipt  in,  are  not  such  but  that  there  is  a  sufficient  clear  testi- 
mony left  to  all  the  essentials  of  the  christian  faith ;  we  do  look 
upon  them  as  the  only  fit  outward  judge  of  controversies  among 
ebristians ;  and  that  whatsoever  doctrine  is  contrary  unto  their  tes- 
timonyi  may  therefore  justly  be  rejected  as  false.  And  for  our  ^jarta^ 
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we  are  very  willing  that  all  our  doctrines  and  practices  be  tried  by 
them ;  which  we  never  refused,  nor  ever  shall,  in  all  controversies 
with  our  adversaries,  as  the  judge  and  test  We  shall  also  be  very 
willing  to  admit  it  as  a  positive  certain  maxim,  That  whatsoever 
any  doy  pretending  to  the  Spirit^  ivhich  is  contrary  to  the  Scr^ 
tureSf  be  accounted  and  reckoned  a  delusion  qf  the  deviL  For  as 
we  never  lay  claim  to  the  Spirit^s  leadings,  that  we  may  cover  our- 
selves in  any  thing  that  is  evil ;  so  we  know,  that  as  every  evil  con- 
tradicts the  Scriptures,  so  it  doth  also  the  Spirit  in  the  first  place, 
from  which  the  Scriptures  came,  and  whose  motions  can  never  con- 
tradict one  another,  though  they  may  appear  sometimes  to  be  con- 
tradictory to  the  blind  eye  of  the  natural  man,  as  Paul  and  James 
seem  to  contradict  one  another. " 

From  the  2d  vol.  of  Penn's  Works,  p.  48  : 

i<We  end  the  chapter  with  this  brief  summary  of  the  whole. 

«  First,  That  by  revelation  we  understand  the  discovery  and  illu- 
mination of  the  light  and  Spirit  of  God  relating  to  those  things 
that  properly  and  immediately  concern  the  daily  information  and 
satisfaction  of  our  souls  in  the  way  of  our  duty  to  him  and  our 
neighbour. 

<<  2d.  That  we  renounce  all  fantastical  and  whimsical  intoxications, 
or  any  pretence  to  the  revelation  of  new  matter  in  opposition  to  the 
ancient  Gospel  declared  by  Christ  Jesus  and  his  apostles :  and  there- 
fore not  the  revelation  of  new  things,  but  the  renewed  revelation  of 
the  eternal  way  of  truth.?' 

P.  62  :  ^  But  methinks  this  our  demonstration  should  etatisfy  all ; 
when  neither  man  nor  Scriptures  are  near  us,  yet  there  continually 
attends  us  that  Spirit  of  truth,  that  immediately  informs  us  of  our 
thoughts,  words,  and  deeds  ;  and  gives  us  true  directions  what  to  do, 
and  what  to  leave  undone ;  is  not  this  the  rule  of  life  ?  If  ye  are 
led  by  the  Spirit  of  God,  then  are  ye  sons  of  God.  Let  this  suffice 
to  vindicate  our  sense  of  a  true  and  unerring  rule,  which  we  assert 
not  iijt  a  way  of  derogation  from  those  holy  writings,  which  with 
reverence  we  read,  believe,  and  desire  always  to  obey  the  mind  and 
will  of  God  therein  contained ;  and  let  that  doctrine  be  accurst  that 
would  overturn  them.'' 

P.  878.  <^  Concerning  the  Holy  Scriptures.-^Because  we  assert 
the  Holy  Spirit  to  be  the  first  great  and  general  rule  and  guide  of 
true  christians^  as  that  by  which  God  is  worshipped,  sin  detected, 
l^onscience  convicted,  duty  manifested,  Scripture  unfolded  and  ex- 
plained, and  consequently  the  rule  for  understanding  the  Scriptures 
themselves,  ^since  by  it  they  were  at  first  given  forth)  from  hence 
our  adversaries  are  pleased  to  make  us  blasphemers  of  the  Holy 
Scriptures,  undervaluing  their  authority,  preferring  our  own  books 
before  them,  with  more  to  that  purpose ;  whereas,  we,  in  truth  and 
sincerity,  believe  them  to  be  of  divine  authority,  given  by  the  in- 
q[uratioD  of  Grod,  through  holy  men  ;  they  speaking  or  writing  them 
aa  tbey  wqks  moved  by  tbi^  Holy  Ghost :  that  tb€\y  are  a  declaratioii 
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if  thoae  things  most  surdy  belieyed  by  the  primitiye  chrtstiaDS,  and 
hat  m  they  contain  the  mind  and  will  of  Grod,  and  are  his  com- 
nanda  to  us ;  so  they,  in  that  respect,  are  his  declaratory  word ;  and 
Aierefore  are  obligatory  on  us,  and  are  <  Profitable  for  doctrine,  re-' 
proof,  correction  and  instruction  in  righteousness,  that  the  man  of 
God  may  be  perfect,  and  thoroughly 'furnished  to  every  good  work.' 

"  Nay,  after  all,  so  unjust  is  the  charge,  and  so  remote  from  our  be- 
lief concerning  the  Holy  Scriptures,  that  we  both  lov^,  honour  and 
prefer  them,  before  all  books  in  the  world  ;  ever  choosing  to  express 
oar  belief  of  the  christian  faith  and  doctrine  in  the  terms  thereof, 
and  rejecting  all  principles  or  doctrines  whatsoever,  that  are  repug- 
nant thereunto.'' 

From  a  defence  of  the  society  ^f  Friends  written  by  WilliaBi 
Chandler,  and  approved  and  published  by  the  yearly  meeting  of 
Philadelphia,  in  1717, 1  read  the  following,  viz. 

''We  therefore  desire  our  well  disposed  neighbours,  candidly  to 
weigh  what  we  have  to  allege  against  the  clamours  of  those,  who,  to 
be  sure  will  not  set  us  out  to  our  best  advantage  ;  and  to  receive  ao 
lecount  from  ourselves  what  we  are,  and  what  we  believe  and  hold 
for  christian  truths;  who  certainly  must  needs  know  better  our  owo 
beliefjthan  those  who  perhaps  never  examined  it  to  any  other  end 
than  to  find  fault,  if  ever  they  did  it ;  and  also  that  you  will  ^t 
think  it  atrange,  that  we  express  not  our  belief  in  some  particulars, 
in  the  afiected  terms  of  other  professors  of  Christianity,  but  think  it 
more  reasonable  and  safe  to  content  ourselves  with  that  dress  of  lan- 
guage, in  which  the  Holy  Ghost  thought  fit  to  hand  them  to  us  in 
the  Holy  Scriptures ;  those  most  excellent  and   divine  writings, 
which,  above  all  others  in  the  world,  challenge  our  reverence  and 
flMBt  diligent  reading ;  those  oracles  of  God,  and  rich  christian  trea- 
sury of  divine  saving  truths,  which  were  written  for  our  learning, 
that  we  through  patience  and  comfort  of  them  may  have  hope;  and 
are  pn^table  for  doctrine,  reproof,  correction,  and  instruction  in 
righteousness,  to  the  perfecting  ana  thoroughly  furnishing  of  the 
nan  of  God  to  every  good  work,  making  him  wise  unto  salvation, 
through  faith  which  is  in  Jesus  Christ,  containing  all  christian  doe- 
trines  necessary  to  be  believed  for  salvation,  and  are  a  sufficient  ex- 
ternal standard  and  touchstone  to  try  the  doctrines  of  men;  and  we 
say  with  the  apostle,  whosoever  shall  publish  and  propagate  any 
other  gospel  and  faith,  thatris  therein  testified  of  to  us  by  those  in- 
spired penmen,  who  were  the  first  promulgators  thereof,  though  he 
were  an  angel,  let  him  be  accursed :  all  which  and  whatsoever  is 
therein  contained,  we  as  firmly  believe  as  any  of  you  do ;  and  as  'tis 
the  duty  of  every  sincere  christian,  we  are  heartily  thankful  to  God 
for  them,  who,  through  his  good  providence,  hath  preserved  them 
to  our  time,  to  our  great  benefit  and  comfort*" 

Fnuta  a  collection  of  tracts,  134  duod.,  being  a  work  printed  iu 
1606,  and  entitled  **  The  Quakers  cleared  from  being  Apostateai" 
p.  44, 
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"  The  first  [calamny]  is,  our  not  only  despising,  but  formally  r 

^'ecting  the  Scriptures.  In  answer  to  which  I  must  tell  him,  't 
ike  the  rest,  absolutely  false,  for  we  neither  no^  think,  nor  ev 
thought  them  other  than  admirable  writings,  given  by  the  inspiratic 
of  the  Holy  Ghost,  and  look  upon  it  as  a  great  and  wonderful  prov 
dence  of  God,  that  it  was  his  divine  pleasure  to  have  them  preserve 
to  this  day,  for  the  comfort  and  instruction  of  his  true  worshipper: 
and  to  bear  witness  to  the  truth  of  what  we  profess,  to  the  glory  ao 
honour  of  his  immortal  name/' 

"Now,  although  we  do  not  commonly  call  the  Scriptures  t( 
word  of  God,  because  we  distinguish  between  them  and  Jesus  Chris 
who  is  called  in  Scripture  the  word  of  God,  yet  it  is  not  in  the  lea 
to  derogate  from  the  honour  and  dignity  that  is  due  thereto,  but  b 
cause  it  is  an  attribute  peculiar  to  Jesus  Christ,  the  Word  :  althoug 
as  they  declare  the  mind  of  God  with  respect  to  us,  and  are  h 
commands  to  us,  they  may  in  that  respect  be  called  the  word  or  con 
mand  of  Gt>d ;  and  so  the  Quakers  own  and  esteem  them,  and  n 
joice  in  them,  since  they  afford  such  a  comfortable  history  of  th 
dealings  of  the  Lord  with  his  people  through  many  generations,  an 
of  the  coming  of  his  Son,  our  Lord  Jesus  Christ;  his  birth,  worfa 
doctrine,  miracles,  sufferings,  death,  resurrection,  ascension,  glorii 
C2^ion,  and  present  mediation,  and  of  his  coming  at  the  end  of  th 
world  to  judge  both  quick  and  dead ;  of  the  resurrection  of  the  jai 
and  unjust,  with  many  more  precious  and  comfortable  doctrines,  a 
which  are  contained  in  the  Holy  Scriptures,  and  written  for  m 
learning,  that  by  faith  in  Christ,  the  man  of  God,  through  then 
may  be  thoroughly  furnished  to  every  good  word  and  work.*'  P.  5i 
'  Richard  Claridge,  in  his  Treatise  on  the  Holy  Scriptures,  says : 

"  We  do  sincerely  and  unfeignedly  believe  the  following  propt 
sitions : 

« 1.  That  the  Holy  Scriptures  of  the  Old  and  New  Testament 
were  not  of  any  men^s  private  setting  forth,  but  were  given  by  ii 
spiration  of  God. 

^  2.  That  they  do  contain  a  clear  and  sufficient  declaration  of  a 
doctrines,  in  common  to  be  believed,  in  order  to  eternal  life  and  sa 
vation. 

<<d.  That  the  Holy  Scriptures  are  the  best  outward  rule  an 
standard  of  doctrine  and  practice. 

"That  whatsoever,  either  doctrine  or  practice,  though  under  pn 
tensions  to  the  immediate  dictates  and  teachings  of  the  Spirit,  is  cbi 
trary  to  the  Holy  Scriptures,  ought  to  be  rejected  and  disowned,  i 
false  and  erroneous :  For  <  whatsoever  is  not  read  therein,  nor  ma 
be  proved  thereby,  is  not  to  be  required  of  any  man,  that  it  shoul 
be  believed  as  an  article  of  faith.' 

"5.  That  the  Holy  Scriptures  contain  the  sayings  or  words  i 
Godt  ai^  divine  writings,  which  claim  the  precedency  of  all  othen 
and  we  do  esteem  them  as  such  ourselves,  and  under  this  characti 
recommend  them  to  others. 
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<<  6.  That  tb^re  fever  was,  and  is,  a  most  sweet  concord  and  har« 
mooy  between  the  teachings  of  the  Spirit  and  the  testimony  of  the 
Holy  Scripturesk;  and  that  there  is  no  inconsistency  or  contradiction 
between  the  one  and  the  other,  notwithstanding  that  great  diversity 
of  men's  opinions  and  sentiments,  under  the  profession  of  Chris- 
tianity.    For  we  do  believe,  that  if  pride,  prejudice,  and  self-interest 
were  laid  aside,  and  men  would,  in  humility  of  mind,  sincerity  of 
heart,  and  abasement  of  self,  wait  upon  the  Lord  for  the  teachings 
of  his  Spirit,  they  would  be  taught  by  him,  the  very  truth  as  it  is  in 
Jmus,  and  come  to  know  that  blessed  and  heavenly  unity  in  tfie 
things  of  God,  from  which  they  are  now  so  divided  and  subdivided*} 
both  among  themselves  and  in  opposition  to  one  another." 

We  might  quote  passages  of  similar  import  to  those  I  have  read 
on  those  subjects,  for  days  together,  if  it  wefe  necessary  that  we 
fkxmld  do  so ;  but  we  have  only  selected  a  few  for  the  purpose  of 
illostrating  the  doctrines  which  the  society  holds.  In  respect  to  this 
kind  of  evidence,  as  to  doctrines,  I  refer  to  the  opinion  of  Chief 
JoBtice  Ewing.  That  judge,  in  delivering  his  decision,  did  not 
think  it  necessary  to  go  into  both  the  points  of  faith,  alleged  in  the 
biU,  and  which  the  court  will  remember  are  two ;  namely,  seces- 
lioD  from  doctrine,  and  breach  of  discipline  ;  but  we  find  in  the  fol- 
lowing passage,  a  striking  proof  of  what  would  have  been  his  opinion 
if  he  had  gone  into  that  inquiry.     In  p.  45  of  his  decisipn,  he  says  : 

^lliis  matter  of  religious  faith  and  doctrine  of  a  creed,  has 
directly  or  indirectly  filled  up  a  large  portion  of  the  volumes  of  evi- 
dence before  us,  was  the  subject  of  many  remarks  in  the  arguments 
of  the  counsel  at  the  bar  of  this  court,  has  been  the  cause  of  much 
inxiety  and  alarm  ;  and  misunderstandings  in  respect  to  it,  have,  I 
doabt  not,  had  great  influence  in  bringing  about  the  lamented  rup- 
ture in  this  most  respectable  society.  I  fear  the  matter  has  been 
greatly  misunderstood,  if  not  greatly  misrepresented.  This  society 
MS,  and  from  the  nature  of  things,  must  have,  its  faith  and  doctrines, 
its  distinguishing  faith  and  doctrines.  They  would,  unhesitatingly, 
repudiate  the  tenets  of  Confucius,  of  Bramah,  or  of  Mohammed. 
They  believe  Mn  Christ,  and  him  crucified.'  They  bear  both  public 
and  private  testimony  of  their  faith.  They  have  repeatedly  declared 
it,  and  published  it  to  the  world.  They  have  a  confession  of  faith, 
and  a  catechism.  A  declaration  of  faith  was  issued  on  behalf  of  this 
society,  in  the  year  1693,  was  approved  by  the  morning  meeting  of 
London,  and  published  by  the  yearly  meeting  of  Philadelphia,  in  or 
about  1730.  It  is,  I  suppose,  the  same  which  is  to  be  found  in 
Sewel's  History.  (Vol.  ii.  472.)  It  purports  to  be  *  A  declaration  of 
what  our  christian  belief  and  profession  has  been  and  is,'  and  con- 
tains an  exposition  of  belief,  in  respect  to  Jesus  Christ,  his  suflTerinff, 
death,  and  resurrection,  and  the  general  resurrection  of  the  dead, 
and  the  final  judgment  Sewel,  (Vol.  ii.  483,)  gives  what  he  calls 
<a  confession  of  faith,'  which  was,  by  George  Whitehead  and  others, 
presented  to  parliament,  in  December,  1693,  and  begins  thus,  <  Be  it 
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known  to  all^  that  we  sincerely  believe  and  oonfeak'.   The  yearly 
meeting,  as  nearly  as  1701,  by  their  direction  and  at  their  expeofle, 
circulated  Barclay's  Apology,  and  his  Catechism  and  Confession  of 
Faith,  as  containing  the  doctnncs  and  tenets  of  the  society  of  Friends. 
What  is  a  creed  but  an  exhibition  of  faith  and  doctrine  ?    Why, 
tiien,  should  the  tocsin  now  be  sounded  among  a  people,  who,  a  well 
informed  member  tells  us,  have  more  frequently  than  any  other  re- 
ligious community,  exhibited  to  the  world  their  principles  and  their    I 
faith  ?     Were  the  early  Friends  less  anxious  for  the  cause  of  truth,    i 
less  jealous  of  encroachment  on  their  religious  freedom^  less  willing 
to  bear  testimony  against  error,  and  to  su^r  for  their  testimony^  leis 
prompt  to  discern  insidious  efforts,  less  fearful  of  attempts  to  tram- 
mel conscience  or  abridge  the  right  of  private  judgment  ?     The  ob- 
servations of  Robert  Barclay,  in  a  treatise  on  church  govemmeat, 
tkiblished  under  the  sanction  of  the  society,  and  several  times  printed 
oy  the  yearly  meeting  of  Philadelphia,  (Thomas  Evans*  vol  L 
Evid.  304,)  are  fraught  with  so  much  good  sense,  practical  wisdom, 
ind  genuine  piety,  that  they  cannot  be  too  fi^uently  pondered  by 
mil,  of  every  name  or  sect,  who  feel  an  interest  in  the  cause  of  rdi- 
cious  truth  and  order.     «  Whether  the  church  of  Christ  have  power 
in  any  cases  that  are  matters  of  conscience,  to  give  a  poyiiive  aen- 
tence  and  decision,  which  may  be  obligatory  upon  believers  ?  I  an- 
swer affirmatively,  she  hath  ;  and  shall  prove  it  in  divers  iostaoces, 
4ioth  from  Scripture  and  reason  ;  for,  first,  all  principles  and  articles 
of  faith  which  are  held  doctrinally,  are,  in  respect  to  those  that  be- 
lieve them,  matters  of  conscience. — Now,  I  say,  we  being  gathered     1 
into  the  belief  of  certain  principles  and  doctrines,  without  any  con- 
straint or  worldly  respect,  but  by  the  mere  force  of  trudi  on  our  un- 
4erstanding,  and  its  power  and  influence  upon  our  hearts,  these  prin- 
eiples  and  doctrines,  and  the  practices  necessarily  depending  upon 
them,  are,  as  it  were,  the  terms  that  have  drawn  us  together,  and  the 
bond  by  which  we  became  centered  into  one  body  and  fellowship, 
and  distinguished  from  others.     Now,  if  any  one  or  more,  so  en- 
gaged with  us,  should  arise  to  teach  any  other  doctrine  or  doc- 
irineSf  contrary  to  these  which  were  the  ground  of  our  being  one, 
who  can  deny  but  the  body  hath  power  in  such  a  case  to  declare,  this  is  ^ 
not  according  to  the  truth  weprqfessj  and  therefore,  we  pronounce 
mch  and  ^uch  doctrines  to  be  wrongs  with  which  we  cannot  have 
unity,  nor  yet  any  more  spiritual  fellowship  with  those  that  hold 
tiiem. — Now,  this  cannot  be  accounted  tyranny  and  oppression. — 
Were  such  a  principle  to  be  received  or  believed,  that  in  the  church 
of  Christ  no  man  should  be  separated  from,  no  man  condemned  or 
excluded  the  fellowship  and  communion  of  the  body,  for  his  judg- 
Vient  or  opinions  in  matters  offaithj  then  what  blasphemies  so 
horrid,   what  heresies  so  damnable,  what  doctrines  of  devils  but 
might  harbour  itself  in  the  church  of  Christ  ?    What  need  then  of 
sound  doctrine,  if  no  doctrine  make  unsound  ?— Where  a  people  are 
gatt^ered  into  Uie  belief  of  the  principles  and  doctrines  of  the  gos- 
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pel  of  Christy  if  any  of  that  people  shall  go  from  their  principle 
tod  aaiert  things  false,  and  contrary  to  what  they  have  alrecidjf 
received^  such  as  stand  and  abide  firm  in  the  faith  have  power — (o 
si^nite  from  sueh,  and  to  exclude  them  from  their  spiritual  fellow- 
abip  and  communion.  (Barclay's  Anarchy  of  the  Ranters,  53,  &c.) 
On  the  present  occasion  it  is  not  my  purpose,  because  for  the  deter^ 
mioation  of  the  controversy  before  us,  I  do  not  find  or  deem  it  neces- 
sary,  to  inquire  whether  the  society  of  Friends  can,  or  ma}^,  or  wil]| 
according  to  their  rules,  disown  a  member  who  holds  unsound  or 
heretical  doctrines,  who  should  disavow  all  the  essential  principles 
of  Christianity,  and  profess  to  believe  that  Jupiter  and  Mars  and 
Apollo,  and  the  fabled  deities  of  Olympus  are  the  true  gods,  or  that 
the  '  blood  of  bulls  and  of  goats  should  take  away  sins,'  but  simply 
to  show  that  the  society  as  such,  have  their  faith,  their  principles^ 
their  doctrines,  their  peculiar  faith,  their  distinctive  principles,  their, 
characteristic  doctrines,  without  which  a  man  may  be  a  heathen,  a 
mohammedan,  or  even  a  christian,  but  cannot  be  one  of  the  people 
ciUed  Quakers.  Can  I  mistake  in  this,  when  I  read  such  a  passage 
as  I  have  quoted  from  Barclay,  a  standard  of  the  society,  acknow- 
ledged, received,  revered  as  such  ?  What  is  his  work  just  named, 
what  is  his  <  Apology,'  but  an  exposure  of  doctrine,  of  principle,  pf 
bxHtkf  of  the  doctrine,  principle  and  faith  of  the  Friends,  avowed  by 
them,  published  by  them,  resorted  to  by  them  as  their  light  and  guide 
ia  the  hours  of  darkness,  and  doubt,  and  difficulty  ;  in  those  trying 
bourse  which  come  to  them  as  they  come  to  all  men  of  religious  feoN 
iog,  when  the  light  within  needs  oil,  and  the  flickering  flame  of  hope 
to  be  made  steady  and  brilliant.  Can  I  mistake,  when  the  book  of 
discipline,  with  uncommon  solicitude,  requires  each  preparative 
meeting  of  ministers  and  elders  no  less  than  three  times  in  every 
year,  to  certify  to  its  quarterly  meeting,  In  answer  to  one  of  tM 
queries,  <  whether  ministers  are  sound  in  word  and  doctrine  ?' 
Soundness  is  a  relative  term,  meaning  freedom  from  error  and  fal- 
lacy, and  necessarily  requiring  some  standard  whereby  the  word  and 
the  doctrine  may  be  judged.  The  doctrine  to  be  sound,  must  be 
coofbrmable  to  some  standard  ;  and  does  not  the  query,  then,  assert 
that  a' standard  exists  in  this  church  ;  and  that  thereby  the  doctrine 
of  tfie  minister,  may,  by  his  fellow  man,  be  compared  and  tried  ? 
If^  however,  I  may  mistake  in  thus  reverting  to  these  venerated 
sources,  let  us  for  a  moment,  recur  to  the  evidence.  Abraham 
Lower,  (vo|.  1.  Evid.  369.)  says,  in  connexion  with  this  subject, 
<The  society  believing  now  as  they  did,  in  the  first  foundation  of  it, 
that  the  bond  of  union,  by  which  it  was  bound  together,  was  and  is, 
the  life  of  righteousness.'  Is  not  here  a  direct  assertion,  that  there 
is  a  belief,  and  a  belief  not  merely  of  individuals,  but  of  the  society 
as  such  ?  And  he  refers  for  an  exposition,  published  and  expressed, 
to  the  author  and  the  book  from  which  I  have  just  quoted.  In  this 
connexion,  I  recur  fartlier,  to  the  first  document  emanating,  from 
Gisen  street,  dated  fourth  month,  1827.    <  Doctrines  held  by  one 
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part  of  the  society,  and  which  we  belieye  to  be  sound  and  edify* 
ing,  are  pronounced  by  the  other  party  to  be  unsound  and  spurious.' 
Now  I  may  be  allowed  to  ask,  why  speak  of  doctrines,  if  the  society, 
as  such,  has  no  concern  with  them  ?  How  are  doctrines  ascertained 
to  be  unsound  and  spurious,  or  sound  and  edifying,  if  there  be  no 
standard  of  faith  and  doctrine-^no  creed  ?  Why  ^ould  this  differ- 
ence or  departure  from  a  sound  belief,  be  made  a  subject  of  com- 
plaint ?  How  is  such  a  denunciation  to  be  reconciled  with  the  alarm 
'  at  a  creed,  or  thef  dreaded  attempt  to  control  conscience  and  abridge 
the  right  of  private  judgment  ?" 

My  object  here  is  to  show  the  views  of  the  late  chief  justice;  that 
is  to  say,  that  the  society  of  Friends  have  doctrines,  and  that  the 
course  which  we  have  taken  to  prove  what  they  were,  is  perfectly 
in  accordance  with  his  opinions.  We  have  referred  to  the  standanl 
works  which  were  published,  declaratory  of  their  faith,  and  the  judge 
considers  these  as  furnishing  full  and  satisfactory  evidence  of  these 
doctrines. 

The  next  circumstance  to  which  I  shall  call  your  attention  on  this 
subject,  is  the  fact  that  all  those  yearly  meetings  into  which  the  iofi- 
delity  of  Elias  Hicks  has  not  entered,  and  whose  members  have  kept 
themselves  aloof  from  this  controversy,  ^re  in  unity  with  our  yearly 
meeting,  and  that  they  have  refused  to  recognize  as  a  meeting  of  the 
society  of  Friends,  the  yearly  meeting  established  by  the  ^Hicksite'^ 
party.  This  is  an  important  circumstance.  It  derives  great  impor- 
tance from  the  intimate  and  peculiar  relationship  which  exists  be- 
tween these  yearly  meetings,  and  inasmuch  as  that  intimate  relatioD- 
ship  has  been  resorted  to  by  the  counsel  on  the  other  side  as  an  argu- 
ment in  their  favour  on  another  point,  it  is  entitled  to  great  weight 
and  consideration.  The  opposite  party  have  attempted  to  show  that 
there  is  a  close  connexion  existing  between  the  various  yearly  meet- 
ings ;  that  the  ministers  travel  from  one  to  another  under  the  autho- 
rity of  a  certificate,  and  that  they  have  a  right  under  that  authority 
to  preach  on  doctrinal  matters.  We  admit  the  fact ;  but  does  not 
this  show  that  in  respect  to  doctrines,  there  is  a  connexion  between 
them.  We  do  dispute  one  of  their  charges  ;  we  say  that  if  wrong 
doctrines  are  preached,  the  officers,  or  other  duly  qualified  personi^ 
have  a  right  to  interfere.  And  the  whole  history  of  this  society 
shows  this  fact,  and  that  there  has  been  a  harmony  and  correspondence 
kept  up  between  its  various  branches  in  all  parts  of  the  world,  which 
is  scarcely  known  in  any  other  religious  association.  Allow  me  here 
to  refer  the  court  to  3  Desaussure's  Eq.  Rep.  557,  the  case  of  Smith  v. 
Smith,  The  controversy  arose  between  the  ancient  York  masons 
and  theLodge  masons,  and  ultimately  led  to  a  suit  in  the  court  of  chan- 
cery. The  question  was,  which  of  the  two  divisions  was  entitled  to 
the  property.  Evidence  from  persons  disconnected  with  the  asso- 
ciation and  residing  in  other  states  was  ofiered  and  admitted.  The 
duincellor  says,  ^<  that  the  opinions  of  the  members  of  foreign  lodges 
holding  the  same  principles,  are  entitled  to  great  weight  in  deciding 
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lie  question.''  Now  apply  this  principle  to  the  present  cas& 
he  yearly  nieetings  that  have  kept  aloof  from  this  raginjg  dis^ 
irho  are  totally  disconnected  with  it,  and  the  court  will  fitid 
^ery  yearly  meeting  in  existence  in  the  world,  where  this 
atic  influence  has  not  been  felt,  recognizing  our  party  as  con- 
ig  the  true  yearly  meeting.  They  are  skilled  in  the  question 
rines,  and  are  perfectly  competent  to  judge  upon  the  subject  of 
ntroversy :  there  is  no  fetter  on  their  consciences,  and  such 
5  has  been  the  result*  There  is  also  another  thing  to  be  borne 
d,  as  one  of  the  peculiar  characteristics  of  this  society.  The 
its  are  constantly  travelling  from  one  yearly  meeting  to  an- 

they  are  not  confined  to  the  same  state  nor  to  the  same  con- 
;  they  traverse  the  seas  from  one  part  of  the  world  to  another, 
constant  intercourse  is  kept  up  between  the  relative  societies, 
spreading  of  their  doctrines,  by  the  preaching  of  their  minis- 
id  by  the  carrying  on  communications  in  all  portions  of  the 
vhere  the  members  of  this  society  are  to  be  found.  Is  not  this 
1  to  some  weight  in  the  settlement  of  this  fact.  Thomas 
t  in  Evidence,  vol.  i.  p.  309,  states  this  fact  to  be  so.  And  even 
un  Lower  himself, admits  it  in  his  own  peculiar  way.  I  refer  toa 
)  in  the  testimony  of  that  witness,  which  is  to  be  found  in  vol. 
f8-9.  Now  this  was  an  important  consideration  in  such  a  con- 
ly.  A  society  is  split  into  two  parties  on  these  great  cardinal  doc^ 

which  have  perplexed  and  dissevered  the  numerous  religious 
tions  of  the  earth,  almost  ever  since  the  commencement  of 
ristian  era ;  and  in  which  these  men  have  hitherto  united,  but 
leet  to  which  they  are  now  completely  dissevered, 
offer  this  important  circumstance  to  the  consideration  of  the 
as  conclusively  proved :  these  various  yearly  meetings  were 
doof  from  the  infidelity  of  Elias  Hicks,  and  they  one  and  all 
ecognized  us  as  the  true  yearly  meeting  at  Philadelphia.  Now 
meeting  in  London  was  poisoned  by  these  doctrines,  how  is  it 
le  witnesses  have  not  shown  it  But  let  the  court  take  into 
eration  the  fact,  that  at  the  very  period  at  which  these  unsound 
les  were  spreading  here,  there  were  duly  approved  ministers 
ingland  travelling  within  the  limits  of  this  yearly  meeting.  And 
led  full  opportunity  to  hear  Hicks'  doctrioes  for  themselves. 
1  not  avail  for  the  witnesses  on  the  other  side  to  endeavour  to 
ice  our  case  by  indulging  in  personal  abuse  :  by  charging  us 
trejudicing  the  minds  of  the  society  in  England,  or  with  being 
ten,  and  acquiring  our  wealth  by  speculations  in  custom-bouse 
The  court  is  not  to  be  thus  imposed  upon.  Is  this  the  de- 
tic  prejudice  which  has  been  so  much  talked  about  ?  Are  these 
table  and  enlightened  men  to  be  treated  thus  contumelioosly, 
\  be  told  that  because  they  are  rich  men,  they  are  to  have  no  in- 
^  in  the  society  ?  If  the  counsel  on  the  other  side  could  manq- 
3  a  court  out  of  this,  whidh  should  be  governed  by  no  rule,  and 

by  no  legal  principle,  such  considerations  as  these  mi^t  ha^^ 


their  operation.    As  it  is,  I  apprehend,  but  little  value  will  be  at- 
tached to  them. 
The  court  adjourned. 


Saturday  ^^emoon. 
Mr.  Wood  resumed  : 

The  witnesses  who  have  been  examined  have  testified  not  only  to 
the  doctrines  of  ancient  Friends,  but  to  the  doctrine  of  Friends  of 
the  present  day,  and  those  on  the  side  of  J.  Hendrickson,  testify 
abo  to  their  own  belief  in  those  doctrines.  I  refer  here  particularly 
to  the  testimony  of  Samuel  fiettle,  Evidence,  vol.  i.,  page  58,  59 : 

**  The  society  have  avoided  the  term  trinity — they,  however, 
hold  the  doctrine  of  the  Father,  Son,  and  Holy  Ghost,  as  stated  in 
iht  New  Testament,  and  they  prefer  confining  their  statements  of 
views  in  relation  to  that  doctrine,  to  the  terms  used  in  the  New  Tes- 
tament They  have  avoided  the  use  of  the  word  person,  and  three 
distinct  persons,  as  not,  in  their  apprehension,  scriptural ;  and  as 
conveying,  in  their  apprehension,  an  idea  too  gross  for  so  sublime 
and  spiritual  a  subject.  I  have  always  understood  that  in  all  other 
reapects,  the  society  hold  fully  the  doctrine  as  held  by  other  pro- 
testant  sects  of  christians — avoiding  the  term  person,  being  the  only 
difference  between  them  of  which  I  am  aware,  in  reference  to  this 
particular  doctrine. 

^The  society  of  Friends  do  believe  in  the  doctrine  of  the  atone- 
ment, and  have  always  so  believed.  They  believe,  and  what  they 
understand  by  the  term  atonement  is,  that  our  Lord  and  Saviour, 
Jesus  Christ,  suffered  without  the  gates  of  Jerusalem,  offering  him- 
self up  a  propitiatory  sacrifice  for  the  sins  of  the  whole  world — and 
that  by  this  offering,  through  faith,  repentance,  and  obedience,  man 
may  become  purified  from  sin.  Their  creed  on  this  doctrine  is  in 
the  words  of  the  New  Testament ;  they  take  it  as  they  find  it 
Witness  uses  the  term  creed  here,  as  synonymous  with  belief.  It  is 
believed  by  the  society,  that  in  no  other  way  than  by  the  atonement 
of  our  Saviour,  can  man  be  purified  from  sin.  This  is  the  way  ap- 
pointed ^by  Oodfl-that  is,  by  the  offering  up  of  the  body  and  blood 
of  Jesus  Christ,  without  the  gates  of  Jerusalem ;  by  the  efficacy  of 
which,  through  faith,  repentance,  and  obedience,  remission  of  sins  is 
received.    This  has  always  been  fundamental  with  the  society. 

*«  They  believe  that  Jesus  Christ  was  bom  of  the  Virgin  Mary, 
agreeably  to  the  declaration  of  the  evangelist,  John,  in  substance, 
that  <In  the  beginning  was  the  Word,  and  the  Word  was  with 
Gk)d,  and  the  Word  was  God.'  That  the  Word  was  made  flesh,  or 
took  flesh,  and  dwelt  among  men — and  that  this  Word  that  was 
made  flesh,  was  the  same  Jesus  that  was  born  at  Bethlehem,  miinco- 
lously  conceived  and  born  of  the  Virgin  Mary,  for  the  great,  and 
iieee8Bary>  and  holy  purposes  mentioned  in  the  New  Testament,  in- 


liqiensBible  throqgh  the  inscratable  counseb  of  GM,  for  the  stlra^ 
km  of  niMi.  This  is  dso  fundamental,  and  always  haa  beea.  la 
ddition  to  what  the  witness  has  said  above,  respeetins  the  <  trinity/ 
le  now  further  saith,  that  the  society  believe,  and  hold,  and  always 
lave  so  believed,  that  the  Father,  Son,  and  Holy  Ghost  are  one^ 
these  three  are  one,'— they  always  express  it  in  that  way. 

**  The  society  also  believe  in  the  resurrection  and  ascension  of  the 
K>dy  of  our  Lord  and  Saviour  Jesus  Christ,  as  it  is  clearly  expressed 
md  taught  in  the  Scriptures,  corroborated  by  his  speaking  from 
leayen  in  his  glorified  state,  declaring  in  his  own  words,  <  I  am  Je- 
ns of  Nazare^/ 

«<The  society  believe  that  the  Scriptures  were  given  forth  by 
loly  men  as  they  were  inspired  by  the  Holy  Ghost — and  they  have 
ilways  received  them  as  the  outward  test  and  rule  of  doctrine — and 
liftt  all  doctrines  which  are  inconsistent  with  the  doctrines  of  the 
ieripture,  are  to  be  rejected.  Barclay  is  very  full  and  explicit  on 
his  subject,  and  very  strong  language  he  uses.  These  doctrines  are 
Im  ancient  doctrines  of  the  society,  and  have  always  been  held  by 
them  since  my  acquaintance  with  them.'' 

William  Jackson,  page  98,  99  :  <<  I  am  a  member  of  the  society 
of  Friends-— according  to  the  record  of  my  birth,  I  was  bom  on  the 
Emrteeatfa  day  of  seventh-month,  1746,  and  I  have  been  a  member 
of  the  society  from  my  birth — my  parents  and  grandparents  before 
me,  were  members  of,  and  intimate  with,  the  leading  members  of, 
the  society — from  the  period  of  my  earliest  recollection,  I  have  been 
in  Ae  habit  of  attending  the  meetings  of  the  society  ;  as  well  meet- 
of  business  as  of  worship — have  been  a  minister  in  that  society 
about  the  year  '75,  and  prior  to  that  time  had  been  in  the  habtt 
if  taking  an  active  part  in  conducting  the  affairs  of  the  society,  in 
some  respects.  I  have  travelled  extensively  in  this  country,  and  in 
Europe,  that  is,  in  England,  Ireland,  Scotland,  and  Wales,  where 
there  were  Friends,  visiting  the  different  meetings  of  the  society, 
lo  those  travels  I  had  many  opportunities  of  hearing  many  of  the 
BOst  eminent  ministers  of  the  society,  as  well  as  of  private  inters 
eoorse  with  them — have  often  heard  such  ministers,  both  in  their 
piblic  testimonies  and  private  discourses.  I  can  name  some  of  those 
cSaiDeot  ministers.  I  think  Samuel  Fotbergill  wjs  the  first  I  can 
same;  he  had  several  meetings,  where  I  heard  him — after  him,  from 
Be^and^  I  could  name,  Thomas  Gothrup,  Samuel' Spavold,  William 
RieSset ;  these  were  some  of  the  first  in  my  remembrance ;  and  I 
have  Moned  them  in  rotation,  as  I  heard  them.  These  were  all  be- 
fine  the  year  1760.  From  that  period  down,  there  were  a  great 
■umber.  John  Storer,  John  Griffith,  Samuel  Neal,  Robert  Walker, 
diese  were  all  before  the  revolutionary  war,  (some  of  those  named 
dwve,  as  being  before  1760,  came  over  the  second  time,)  there  were 
otliers  also  besides  these,  that  I  have  not  named.  At  the  conclusion 
sf '  the  wmr,  and  a  very  short  time  after  it,  John  Storer  came  a  second 
time^  and  John  Townsend,  and  Thomas  Colly.    Approved  mioiatex^ 
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of  the  society  have  been  in  the  habit  of  visiting  this  conntry,  at  in^ 
tervals,  from  that  time  to  the  present  I  recollect  several  eminent 
ministers  of  the  society,  of  this  country,  at  the  periods  of  which  I 
have  spoken.  John  Churchman,  William  Brown,  Daniel  Stanton, 
Joseph  White,  John  Scarborough,  Thomas  Ross,  Isaac  Andrews, 
MarK  Reeve,  John  Reeve,  William  Matthews,  Isaac  Everitt;  there 
were  many  others.  The  greater  part  of  these  mentioned,  have  been 
deceased  from  forty  to  sixty  years  ago ;  some  of  them  I  have  tra- 
velled with.  All  of  those  mentioned,  were  approved  ministers  of 
standing  in  the  society  of  Friends — divers  of  them  visited  Friends 
in  Europe  at  different  times.  I  had  an  opportunity  of  hearing  the 
public  testimonies  of  all  those  I  have  mentioned,  as  well  as  others 
who  were  cotemporary  with  them  :  and  also  the  private  discourses 
of  many  of  them.  From  these  sources,  I  got  my  acquaintance  with 
the  principles  and  doctrines  of  the  society,  so  far  as  what  could  be 
obtained  in  that  way — by  these  sources,  1  mean,  from  the  public  tes- 
timonies and  private  discourses  of  those  eminent  ministers,  as  well 
as  what  was  written  and  published  by  the  society.  I  still  continae 
my  attendance  at  the  yearly  meeting  of  that  society,  held  in  Phila- 
delphia. I  have  had  continued  intercourse  with  eminent  and  ap- 
proved ministers  of  the  society,  and  those  who  have  been  active  in 
teaching  its  principles  and  doctrines.  The  principles  and  doctrines 
held  by  the  society,  at  the  present  time,  as  fundamental  of  the  chris- 
tian religion,  are  the  same  principles  and  doctrines  which  were  held 
by  them  at  tiie  early  times  I  have  mentioned — I  know  of  no  altera- 
tion. The  principles  and  doctrines  taught  by  the  approved  ministers 
of  the  society,  of  the  present  day,  are  the  same  with  those  tauj^t 
by  Samuel  Fothergill,  and  the  other  eminent  ministers  of  former 
times,  of  whom  I  have  spoken.  I  have  never  heard  anything  to 
the  contrary.'' 

Page  100:  ^It  was  the  common  report  that  Elias  Hicks  was  in  unity 
with,  and  accepted  by  the  Green  and  Cherry  street  meetings.  I  under- 
stood it  so.  I  have  had  a  conversation  with  Elias  Hicks  on  the  sub- 
ject of  the  divinity  of  our  Saviour,  and  the  divine  origin  of  the 
Scuriptures.  The  conversation  arose  from  this  circumstance :  I  was 
at  a  meeting  in  New  York,  and  in  the  course  of  what  he  said  there,  in 
his  public  testimony,  in  a  public  meeting  for  worship,  he  uttered  soeh 
sentiments  as  I  never  heard  from  any  Friend,  in  the  whole  course  of 
my  life.  The  substance  of  it,  or  that  part  that  affected  me  most, 
was  the  manner  in  which  he  expressed  himself  with  respect  to  our 
Saviour;  bringing  him  down  to  the  level  of  a  man,  saying,  that  <he 
WAS  put  to  death  by  the  hands  of  wicked  men  and  suffered  as  a  mar* 
fyr^^  as  ^rnany  others  since  that  time  had  done.^  Never  having 
heard  such  sentiments. deli vered,^  either  by  professor  or  profane, 
I  thought  it  my  duty,  as  a  brother,  to  go  to  his  house  and  have  a 
iiirther  conversation  with  him  on  the  subject ;  accordingly  I  went^ 
a  few  days  after,  and  had  an  opportunity  with  him.  I  do  not  recol- 
lect that  ihtte  were  any  persons  present  but  ourselves.    I  let  him 


bnotv  my  uneasiness,  and  we  had  considerable  discourse  on  the  sub- 
ject. I  cannot  now  pretend  to  remember  so  as  to  relate  all  of  it;  but 
80  far  he  went,  as  to  assert,  that  •  there  was  as  much  Scripture  tes- 
timony lo  prove  that  he  was  no  more  than  the  son  of  Joseph  and 
Mary,  as  there  was  to  prove  to  (be  contrary.'  i  brought  forward 
the  teslimonies  of  the  two  evangelists,  Matthew  and  Luke;  and  he 
said,  'that  they  were  but  fables,  or  fabiHous  ;'  Ibat  'they  were 
no  more  than  fables."  I  was  exceedingly  astonished  at  hira;  fu*, 
IS  I  Slid  before,  I  had  never  heard  such  language  from  either  profe*- 
sor  or  profane.  He  said  he  was  confident  of  what  he  said ;  it  was  a 
tbing  impossible ;  spirit  could  only  beget  spirit,  it  could  not  be- 
^t  maleriai  matter.  I  said  some  things  in  objection,  but  cannot 
recollect  what  I  said;  in  the  course  of  the  conversation  he  further 
nid,  'It  is  believed  God  is  a  spirit  Dost  thou  believe  it?  I  be^ 
liere  it :  spirit  can  only  beget  spirit,'  and  repeated  it  several  times, 
aasertiE^,  that  he  was  as  confident  of  it,  as  that  he  was  standing  there 
talking  with  me.  Then  I  said  to  him,  *Elias,  if  this  be  thy  belief* 
how  eame  the  creation  of  the  world  ?'  His  answer  to  my  question 
was,  'what  of  the  creation?'  I  said  to  him,  'why,  the  account 
of  die  creation  we  have  in  the  Bible  P'  Then  he  replies  to  ma^ 
'why  that's  only  Moses's  account.'  Then  I  replied  to  him,  'is  it 
not  a  sufficient  account  for  us  to  believe  ?'  His  answer  to  that  wasj 
'it  is  but  an  allegory  ;'  and  there  the  conversation  ended.  It  was 
tbeo  drawing  near  sun  down,  and  I  had  a  good  way  to  walk." 

Tbcmas  Willis,  page  108  :  "  1  have  always,  from  my  youth  up, 
been  in  the  habit  of  attending  the  meetings  of  the  society,  both  for 
business  and  worship.  During  that  period,  1  have  had  frequent  op- 
porluntlics  of  hearing  the  public  testimonies,  as  well  as  the  privala 
discourses,  of  approved  and  eminent  ministers  of  that  society. 

"  From  these  sources,  and  the  standard  works  of  the  society,  I 
hare  made  myself  familiar  with  the  principles  and  doctrines  of  the 
society.  We  have,  as  a  religious  society,  always  believed  in  the  dt- 
vinity  of  our  Saviour — in  the  atonement — and  in  the  divine  author- 
ity and  character  of  the  Scriptures.  We  have,  that  is,  the  society 
has,  always  acknowledged  the  belief  of  the  miraculous  conceptioD 
and  birlh  of  our  Saviour,  as  it  is  narrated  in  the  New  Testament. 
These  doctrines  have  always  ^en  considered  as  fundamental  in  the 
society.  Prom  ancient  records,  and  the  settled  practice  of  the  so- 
ciety at  different  periods,  an  avowal  of  a  disbelief  in  any  or  either  of 
these  doctrines,  held  by  the  society,  if  persisted  in,  would  subject 
luch  person  to  disownment.  By  the  records  of  the  society,  this  ap- 
pears to  have  been  the  practice  at  all  periods  of  the  society  since 
iU  existence." 

Joseph  Whilall,  page  St3 :  "I  am  a  member  of  the  society  of 
Friends,  and  have  been  a  member  a  little  over  forty  years.  I  have 
been  considered  as  a  minister  io  that  society.  From  my  situation  aa 
a  minister  in  the  society,  I  have  had  Crequeot  opportunities  of  hear* 
iog  iti  doctrines  from  their  approved  miniaten,  promuL^tol  Vvj 


them  both  in  their  public  oommanications  and  private  discoursoo,  for 
tlie  space  of  forty  years  past.  In  relotion  to  the  doctrine,  coinmonly 
Allied  the  'doctrine  of  the  trinity/  as  far  as  my  knowledge  extends, 
they  have  ever  fully  believed  in  the  Scripture  trinity,  or  holy  Ibree 
of  Father,  Word  or  Son,  and  Holy  Spirit,  and  that  these  three  are 
OD^— but  they  have  generally  avoided  using  the  word  '  trinity,'  u 
it  is  not  found  in  the  Scriptures.  This  la,  I  believe,  their  fiimple 
belief  in  relation  to  what  is  called  llie  trinity.  In  relation  to  the 
'  (toctrine  of  atonement,'  they  have  alnnys  believed  that  by  the  suf- 
ferings and  death  of  Chriat,  the  sins  of  believers  were  remitted. 

*'  In  relation  to  the  character  of  the  Holy  Scriptures,  and  their  di- 
»ine  inspiration  and  authority,  they  have  ever  believed  that  they 
were  written  by  holy  men,  as  they  were  inspired  by  the  Holy 
Ghost  These  doctrines  have  ever  been  considered  fundamental  by 
the  society — and  the  promulgation  of  a  disbelief  in  them,  or  aoy  of 
(faem,  by  a  member,  I  understand,  lo  be  clearly  a  sufEcient  grouad 
of  disownmenL" 

But  no  stronger  evidence  of  the  doctrines  of  Friends  can  be  gireo, 
than  the  extracts  which  were  put  on  the  minutos  of  the  meeting  for 
sufierings  in  lBg3,  and  which  has  been  so  much  objected  to  by  the 
opposite- party  as  a  creed.  To  show  the  character  of  these  extiacti, 
1^  will  turn  to  the  works  from  which  they  have  been  taken. 

{Here  Mr.  D.  B.  Smith  read  the  various  passages  from  the 
writings  of  ancient  Friends,  and  thus  comparing  what  he  read  ivitli 
Ibe  extracts  on  page  214  of  the  3d  vol.  of  Testimony,  thereby 
wifyinK  them. ) 

My  object  in  referring  to  so  many  passages,  is  to  show  that  tboK 
doctrinea  which  are  in  controversy,  and  which  we  have  shown  to  be 
the  old  doetriDes  of  the  society  of  Friends,  are  actually  adopted  by 
the  true  society  of  Friends  at  the  [H'esent  day,  and  are  contained  in 
the  extracts,  as  they  appear  in  the  minutes  of  the  meeting  for 
■ufferings. 

But  the  opposite  counsel  has  said  that  we  have  not  proved  thil 
Ae  preparative  meeting  at  Crosswicke  which  we  represent  here  hare 
■dc^pted  (heir  doctrines.  What !  when  we  show  that  they  have  been 
adopted  by  the  yearly  meeting  to  which  we  belong,  can  it  be  nid 
tre  nave  f^veo  no  evidence  that  we  have  adopted  them  I  They  ire 
die  doctrines  not  only  of  the  ancient  society  of  Friends,  but  of  the 
present  yearly  meeting  of  which  we  claim  lo  be  a  ciwutilueDt 
part 

In  the  case  of  Den  v.  Bolton,  in  7  Hal^ted's  Reports^  the  late 
riuef  justice  aays,  <*  that  the  terms  on  which  the  member  of  a  reli- 
eiouB  society  ought  to  hold  his  station,  is  a  profession  qf  its  /aith, 
and  svAmissUm  to  its  government. "  If  we  make  the  eatoe  profes- 
•ion  of  faith  «8  the  yearly  neeting,  aad  submit  to  its  diaeipline,  th^ 
•ygbt  to  be  sifficieot.  It  is  to  be  presumed  that  a  man  holda  the 
SHoe  faith  as  a  religious  soeiety,  when  he  professes  to  belong  to  it 
U  is  atraege  that  any  iiulher  evidence  should  bg  requirtsL 


I  hsve  BO  farther  origioal  eridence  to  offer^  and  shall  now  take  up 
HHne  of  the  extracts  advanced  on  the  other  side. 
'  I-  Dndentood  the  gentleman  who  is  counsel  for  the  opposite  pal^ 
td  aajTy  that  many  of  the  primitive  friends  held  the  doctrines  which 
ive  have  stated  to  be  the  doctrines  of  the  society,  and  that  many  did 
not  They  might,  according  to  him,  exhibit  in  their  belief,  all  the 
Bolours  of  the  rainbow,  provided  only  they  adhered  to  the  doctrine 
>f  the  light  within.  Under  the  influence  of  this  spiritual  guide, 
whether  real  or  fanciful,  they  might  believe  as  they  pleased. 

The  gentleman  has  had  the  sagacity  to  discover  what  no  ilnan  else 
iould  ever  discover  :  a  religious  society  composed  of  unitarians  and- 
rinitarians,  each  of  whom  was  zealous  for  his  particular  faith,  and 
11  worshipping  together  in  peace  and  harmony.  The  discovery,  if 
ueeesrfully  made,  would  mark  a  new  era  in  the  history  of  the  reli* 
j^ous  world.  He  has,  however,  failed  to  show  this  strange  anomaly 
n  the  extracts  he  has  brought  forward  ;  for,  when  closely  examined, 
here  will  be  found  no  material  difference  in  their  standard  writers. 

If  it  shall  be  borne  in  mihd  to  what  a  great  extent  the  early 
Friends  were  engaged  in  religious  controversy,  and  that  controversial 
ivrilers  generally  push  their  arguments  too  far,  and  that,  of  courae,  no 
religious  society  is  bound  by  what  is  advanced  by  any  of  its  authors 
Q  the  heat  of  argument,  we  shall  be  astonished  to  see  the  perfect 
i^rmony  there  is  in  these  writers.  In  the  heat  of  argument,  most 
Nrriters  go  beyond  the  mark.  If  they  do,  their  errors  cannot  reflect 
m  their  society,  especially  when  their  genuine  sentiments  upon  reli- 
potis  subjects  are  exhibited  in  their  declarations  of  faith,  their  cate- 
shismSy  and  in  the  preaching  of  their  approved  and  accepted  minis- 
Ian,  from  age  to  age. 

Much  has  been  said  by  the  gentleman  on  the  other  side,  to  plaeiB 
the  doctrines  of  this  society  in  strong  contrast  with  those  of  other 
efaristian  professors,  and  to  prove  that  Friends  differed  from  these  on 
the  great  cardinal  doctrines  of  religion.  But  he  totally  failed  to  es- 
tablish his  position,  and  if  we  may  believe  the  testimony  of  Penn, 
than  whom  a  higher  or  better  authority  cannot  be  adduced,  so  far 
from  differing,  they  substantially  agree  in  all  the  principal  articles  of 
the  christian  faith.  In  2d  Penn's  Works,  p.  881,  at  section  I6th, 
we  have  some  remarks  on  the  subject  of  these  doctrines,  viz. 

*<  Because  we  are  separated  from  the  public  communion  and  wor- 
riiip,  it  is  too  generally  concluded  that  we  deny  the  doctrines  received 
by  the  church,  and  consequently  introduce  a  new  religion  :  whereas 
we  difler  least  where  we  are  thought  to  differ  most ;  for,  setting  aside 
some  school  terms,  we  hold  the  substance  of  those  doctrines  bdieved 
by  the  church  of  England,  as  to  God,  Christ,  Spirit,  Scripture,  re- 
pentance, sanctification,  remission  of  sin,  holy  living,  and  the  resur- 
leetion  of  the  just  and  unjust  to  eternal  rewards  and  punishments. 
Hot  that  wherein  we  differ  most,  is  about  worship  and  conversation, 
and  the  inward'qualification  of  the  soul,  by  the  work  of  God's  spirit 

50 


thereon,  in  pursuance  of  these  good  and  generally  reoeived  doc- 
trines/' 

This  is  the  testimony  of  a  writer,  from  whom  passages  have  been 
cited  on  the  opposite  side,  to  show  that  he  did  not  believe  in  their 
^>ctrines  as  we  have  stated  them  :  in  other  words  to  prove  that  he  was 
a  aocinian.  Yet  he  says  Friends  agree  with  the  church  of  Enghnd, 
in  all  the  cardinal  doctrines  of  the  Bible,  excepting  some  school  terms. 
Charges  of  socinianism  have  been  repeatedly  made  against  the  Mh 
ciety  by  a  few  insignificant  writers.  They  were  nude  in  a  work 
called  the  <<  Snake  in  the  Grass/'  written  by  one  Lieslie,  by  Georo 
Keith,  and  by  Francis  Bugg.  They  always  called  forth  immediatdy 
explicit  denials  of  the  charges  on  the  part  of  the  society,  made  hi  the 
most  public  and  authoritative  manner.  But  your  honours  have  now  [3 
before  you  a  most  extraordinary  spectacle.  Here  is  a  party,  daiming  jp 
to  be  of  this  society,  repeating  these  charges,,  which  were  formeriy  ji 
made  only  by  their  enemies,  bringing  forward  these  very  passageSi 
and  cited  against  them  by  their  enemies  as  evidence  of  socmianism, 
which  passages  have  been  over  and  over  again  explained  by  the  so- 
ciety, and  the  charge  based  upon  them  explicitly  denied,  daimiog 
to  be  members  T>n  the  very  grounds  which  ancient  Friends  were  so  j^ 
forward  and  so  anxious  to  disclaim.  Well  may  the  ancient  chureb  i] 
say,  in  the  emphatic  language  of  the  psalmist,  <<  If  an  enemy  had  u 
done  this  deed,  I  could  have  borne  it :  but  it  was  even  thou,  my    ; 

companion ^mine  own  familiar  friendj'  j: 

I  do  not  intend  to  take  up  all  the  extracts  brought  forward  by  the 
other  side.     It  would  occupy  too  much  time.  • 

On  the  subject  of  the  divinity  of  the  Saviour,  and  of  the  doctrine  I 
of  the  three  in  one,  it  will  be  necessary  to  advert  to  the  difference  be- 
tween Friends  and  the  church  of  England.  This  has  been  folly 
stated  and  illustrated  by  William  Penn.  He  was  attacked  for  not 
using  the  word  person:  and  obliged  to  defend  himself.  This  forced 
him,  in  the  <*  Sandy  Foundation  Shaken,^'  to  show  to  what  impro^ 
per  results,  according  to  his  conception,  the  doctrine  of  the  three 
persons  in  one  Gk)d  would  lead.  He  says,  ^Hhere  cannot  be  three 
separate  persons^  if  by  three  persons  he  meant  three  distinct  sub- 
sistendesy  for  then  they  will  be  three  distinct  Gods." 

On  this  they  claim  Penn  as  a  unitarian ;  but  Penn,  in  his  answer  to 
Thomas  Vincent,  says,  on  p.  264 :  <<  We  have  never  denied  the  Fa- 
ther, Son,  and  Spirit,  but  only  men's  inventions.^^  He  admits  the  three 
that  bear  record,  and  that  these  three  are  one.  But  he  inquires  how 
they  can  be  three  persons  ?  Undoubtedly,  he  says,  if  oy  this  is 
meant  thM  they  are  distinct  as  three  separate  and  incoamninicaUs 
beings,  it  cannot  be  true,  for  this  would  be  to  deny  another  impoit- 
ant  truth,  namely,  the  unity  of  God.  And  as  it  cannot  be  true  in 
this  sense,  it  is  better  to  leave  it  as  we  find  it  in  Scripture^  and  not 
attempt  any  explanation,  which  in  fact  amounts  to  an  addition  to  the 
ideas  revealed  in  Scripture  upon  this  great  but  mysterious  subject- 
When  you  take  up  Penn,  and  bear  in  mind  the  peculiar  views  and 


objects,  you  sec  he  does  not  advance  anything  repugnant  to  the 
belief  which  we  ascribe  to  the  society  in  reference  lo  this  important 
truth.  This  controversy  was  carried  on  by  George  Whitehend  and 
William  Penn,  in  conjunction  ;  and  when  they  were  accused  of 
blasphemy,  and  of  denying  the  divinity  of  Christ  and  hia  alonenicnl, 
by  Thomas  Vincent,  G.  Whitehead  replies  thus,  viz  : 

*'  He  slates  the  objection  made  by  William  Maddox,  one  of  Thomas 
Vincent's  coadjutors,  as  follows  :  '  You,  by  refusing  to  call  them 
the  three  divine  Heea,  have  made  it  manifest,  that  your  quarrel  is 
not  with  the  word  "person,"  as  some  then  apprehended  ;  but  with 
the  doctrine,  or  fundamental  truth  expressed  by  the  three  persons, 
viz  :  the  model  distinction,  and  essential  union,  or  oneness  of  the 
Father,  Son,  and  Holy  Ghost. '  To  which  George  Whitehead  an- 
swers, '  It  is  manifest  that  some  of  the  hearers,  thai  were  present  at 
our  debating  this  mailer,  had  a  iietter  apprehension  and  understand- 
ing of  ua,  ihan  you  prejudiced  opposcrs  had  :  for  some  of  them  ap- 
prehended, that  we  opposed  your  unscriptural  terms;  and  words  put 
upon  the  Deity,  and  not  that  we  opposed  either  the  divinity,  or  union 
of  Father,  Son,  or  Holy  Ghost;  neither  did  we  in  the  least,  go  to 
quarrel  with  any  fundamental  trulh.  Yea,  and  it  was  evident  to 
many,  that  we  found  fault  with  your  miscalling  and  misrepresenting 
the  Father,  the  Word,  and  the  Spirit ;  and  never  in  the  least  opposed, 
nor  questioned  their  being  three  such  as  mentioned  in  the  Scripture; 
to  wit — the  Father,  Son,  and  Holy  Ghost ;  but  there  openly  con- 
fessed to  the  fundamental  truth  of  them,  in  Scripture  terms."  P.  33, 

Again — "And  as  for  his  (T,  Vincent's)  railing  against  William 
Peno,  and  accusing  him,  with  denying  that  the  Lord  Jesus  Christ  is 
God,  and  of  denying  the  divinity  of  Christ,  and  Holy  Ghost ;  and 
with  thrusting  the  Lord  Jesus  Christ  off,  from  the  throne  of  his  God- 
head, &c.  I  have  not  yet  perceived  any  strength,  or  weight  of  ar- 
gument, from  either  T.  Vincent,  or  his  brethren,  that  has  convicted 
William  Penn  as  guilty  herein  ;  his  showing  the  absurdity  of  T. 
Vincent's  doctrines,  and  both  unscriptural  and  unreasonable  distinc- 
tions, and  his  denial  thereof,  is  neither  a  denial  of  the  Son,  nor  Spirit, 
nor  the  divinity  of  either;  hut  the  apparent  falseness  of  these  railing 
accusations,  with  the  consequences  thereof,  against  William  Penn  in 
this  thing,  touching  the  divinity  of  Christ,  &c.,  appears  in  his  [William 
Penn's]own  book,  (viz.  Sandy  Foundation,  &c.)"  P.  14, 

George  Whitehead  then  complains  of  T.  Vincent's  falsely  com- 
paring William  Penn  lo  Arius,  and  thus  proceeds — "But  further, 
how  evidently  has  William  Penn,  in  his  18,  10,  21,  pages,  owned 
and  eonfessed  Christ,  the  Son  of  God,  and  his  light  and  grace,  both 
For  remiiision  of  sins,  reconciliation,  salvation  of  men,  life  eternal, 
and  as  he  is  the  only  begolien  of  the  Father,  the  gift  and  expression 
of  eternal  love  for  salvation.  Now  can  anything  have,  or  work, 
these  effects,  that  is  not  divine?  Is  not  Christ's  divinity,  virtue, 
divine  light,  and  power,  plainly  confessed  by  William  Penn  hereto, 
as  also  to  bis  being  God,  page  21,     How  grossly  have  these  presby- 
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ioriaiMi  wronced  hinii  in  chargiog  the  oontmry  upon  him ;  sre  not 
I4esy  rather  justly  chargeable  hereiD,  with  disDying  the  divinity  ef 
Christy  in  setting  so  slight^  by  his  light  in  every  nuua,  as  they  have 
done ;  one  calling  it  an  idoji  another  cautioning  not  to  follow  its 

eidance — but  the  divinity  of  Christ  and  the  honour  due  to  him,  tu 
it  from  us  to  deny,  as  these  men  have  done :  and  the  Scripture  io- 
itances  in  that  case,  we  both  know  aad  own.  John  iiL  13,  viiL  58. 
Bom.  ix.  5.    PhiL  ii.  6. 10.    Col.  i.  16, 17.     Heb.  i.  3,  8."  J 

In  reply  to  the  charge  of  socinianism,  George  Whitdiead  vemariDi»  p 
¥l  have  heard  of  some  beyond  the  sea,  that  went  under  that  name^  k 
•ocinians;  who  were  accused  of  denying  the  divini^  of  Christ;  jb 
but  I  know  of  none  here,  that  either  deny  the  divinity  of  Christ,  > 
or  him  to  be  of  one  substance  with  the  Father;  if  our  oppoeendo  L 
know  of  any  such,  they  may  tell  them  of  it,  and  not  accuse  the  io-  U 
•ocent  .with  the  guilty,  as  they  have  done  to  us.  We  had  not  qw 
principles  either  from  Arius  or  Socinus,  neither  did  we  ever  deay 
Ihe  divinity  of  Christ,  or  his  being  of  the  same  substance  with  the 
father,  as  Arius,  Socinus,  and  others  are  accused ;  so  that  theieiD 
.we  are  very  ubjustly  compared  and  misrepresented,  for  which  I  can 
fay,  the  Lord  forgive  these  our  prejudiced  opposers.  But  it  is  no 
•trange  thing  for  us  to  be  called  by  nicknames,  by  these  and  sacih 
fidse  accusers ;  for  one  while,  they  were  wont  to-revile  us  iof  waalr 
fog  learning,  being  illiterate,  &c,  another  while,  they  acooaed  » 
fidsely,  with  being  Free-Willers,  Arminians,  &c,  because  we  pleid 
jfor  the  free  grace  of  God  to  all  men;  and  now  we  are  fi^lssly 
reckoned  socinians,  and  most  injuriously  accused  with  denying  the 
4ivini^  of  Christ,  the  Son  of  God,  which  we  are  ever  always  aiesr 
lOf ;  still  confessing  him,  according  to  the  Scriptures,  both  in  his  tt^ 
4aring9,  dominion,  and  glory,  who  is  the  same  yesterday,  tptdajT) 
and  for  ev&r.''^  Whitehead's  DiwUty  of  Christy  pages  32»  39,  H 
)88, 39.  I 

Francis  Bugg  made  the  same  charge  as  is  now  brought  agiiBst  f 
Pwn,  and  adduced  the  Sandy  Foundation  as  his  authority  for  it—  j 
.To  this  Richard  Claridge,  a  highly  esteemed  writer  ^mong  Frii^^  ^ 
fippUes  in  these  words,  viz : 

<.  «That  which  William  Penn  refuted,  was  not  the  doctrine  of  the 
^ly  Trinity,  as  it  is  declared  of  in  the  Scriptures  pf  truth ;  iwttke 
notion  of  three  distinct  and  separate  persons,  as  the  title  page.plaiaiy 
shows ;  or  the  trinity  of  distinct  and  separate  persons  in  the  unity 
pf  'essence,  page  1^  The  imagined  trinity,  page  16.  For  WiDiam 
Penn  sincerely  owned,  and  doth  own,  the  Scripture  trinity,  Fatber? 
Son,  and  Ijloly  Ghost  .Matt,  xxviii.  19,&c"  Richard  Claridge  then 
proceeds  to  make  many  Scripture  quotations,  to  show  that  the  three 
sure  one.  In  a  note.upon  this  passage,  he  gives  the  following  extract 
Qpom  William  Penn's  Key,  p^e  17,  edit  1693.  «  They,  [the  Qua- 
kers,] bdlieve  in  the  Holy  'A'inity  of  Father,  Word,  aivl  Spirit, 
jfobp  i.  xiv.  9.  Rom.  iz.  5.  1  John  v.  7.  And  tliat  these  three 
am  tmlyt  Wd  properliy  one.'^    ^  They  own  the.  Scripture  trinity, 
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Holy  Three,  of  Father,  Word,  and  Spirit,  to  be  truly  and  pro- 
ly  one.  That  Christ  is  God,  and  that  Christ  is  man  ;  that  he 
ne  in  the  Heah,  died,  rose  again,  ascended  and  sits  on  God's  ri^ht 
id,  the  only  sacrifice  and  mediator  for  man's  happiness." — Ibid. 
;es  33,  34, 

Hie  Sandy  Foundation  is  considered  the  strongest  evidence  of  re- 
iiation  of  the  iloclrine  of  the  Irinily  :  but  no  such  conclusion 
1  be  drawn  from  It.  His  enemies,  inilecJ,  had  Pcnn  cast  into 
■pQjOD  account  of  what  he  had  eiaid.  While  there  he  wrote  "Jn- 
lency  with  her  open  Face ;"  showing  that  the  chai^  waa  ui^ 
aded.     Id  pace  268  he  says : 

'Wherefore,  I  am  still  confirmed  in  the  belief  of  Christ  the  Sih 
■t^s  diriuity ;  for  he  that  made  all  things,  and  by  whom  th^ 
Hiiit  and  are  upheld,  because  before  all  things  ;  he  wm  nst  made 
!.«pbeld  by  another,  and  consequently  is  God.  Now  that  this 
CXJtZ,  or  Word  that  was  made  flesh,  or  Christ  the  light,  power 
{,  wMom  of  God,  and  Saviour  of  men,  hath  made  all  Uiings,  and 
be  by  whom  they  only  consist  and  are  upheld,  because  he  ww 
bus  them>  ia  most  evident  from  the  recited  passages  of  Scripture; 
mfine  he  waa  not  made,  nor  is  he  upheld  by  any  othu-  power 
i|i,t)i8  own,  and  consequently  is  truly  Gml.  In  abort,  this  eonoksiVe 
pBMOt  for  the  proof  of  Christ  the  Saviour's  being  God,  shouU 
K^ly  persuade  all  sober  persons  of  my  innocency*  and  my  wA- 
rpines  malice;  be  that  is  the  everlasting  wisdom,  the  divine  power, 
\  tnie  light,  the  only  Saviour,  the  creating  word  of  all  thingf, 
bMber  visible  or  invisible)  and  their  upho^er  by  bis  own  poweiv 
qdthout  contradiction  God ;  but  all  these  qualifications  and  divine 
Rpartiw  are  fay  the  eoncurrent. testimonies  of  Scripture  ascribed 
,the  Ijord-  Jesus  Christ ;  therefore,  without  a  scruple,  I  etil  vmi 
liwre  bina  really  to  be  the  mighty  Ood.  And  for  a  more  ample 
iirihfti-"".  let  but  my  reply  to  J.  Ckpham  be  perused,  in  whicfa 
■jM'b  divinity  and  eternity  is  very  fully  asserted.  ., 

^ Jwdge  then,  impartial  readers,  (to  whom  I  appeal  in  this  eoneerft,) 
ipttwr  my  christian  reputation  hath  not  been  anworthily  tradwceNl^ 
itbat  tlwse  several  persons  who  have  been  postingout  then- boob 
linat  me  (whilst  a  close  prisoner)  have  not  been  beating  thei'aiff 
d  fighting  with  their  own  shadows,  in  supposing  what  I  never 
■o^l,  much  less  writ  of,  to  be  the  intention  of  my  bookf  ^and 
IB  u  furiously  have  fastened  on  me  their  own  conceits,  axpecttng 
dl9u|d  feel  the  smart  of  every  blow,  who  thus  far  am  no  ways  tlH 
Mted  in  their  beat." 

|d-«  letter,  written  in  1673,  to  Dr.  John  Collengea,  who  had  taken 
!M  exceptions  to  the  Sandy  Foundation  Shaken,  Will^m  Penn 
ikc*  the  following  declarations,  viz :  -  ■"- 

«Aiid  now  I  will  tell  thee  my  faith  in  this  matter;  I  Ao  heartily 
limit  tfaat  Jesus  Christ  is  the  only  true  and  everlasting  G«4j  by 
hstn  all  things  were  made,  that  are  made,  in  the  heaTens  abon^'tW 
»  Mith  benoath,  or  the  water* under  the  Mrtb;  thath^'i0,ferMli^ 
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nipotenty  00  omniscient,  and  omnipresent,  therefidre  QoA.  This  is 
confessed  by  me,  in  two  books,  printed  a  little  before  the  Sandy 
Foundation  Shaken,  viz:  Guide  Mistaken,  page  28,  and  Truth 
Exalted,  pages  14,  15;  also  at  large,  in  my  'Innocency  with  her 
open  Face. '  *' 

<<He  that  would  not  have  me  mistaken,  on  purpose  to  render 
his  charge  against  me  justy  whether  it  be  so  or  not,  may  see  in  my 
apolosy  for  the  Sandy  Foundation  Shaken,  that  I  otherwise  meant, 
than  lam  charactered.     In  short, I  say,  both  as  to  this,  and  the  other     J 
point  of  justification  ;  that  Jesus  Christ  was  a  sacrifice  Jar  sin,  that    a 
ne  was  set  forth  to  be  a  propitiation  for  the  sins  of  the  whole  world;    a 
to  declare  God^s  righteousness  for  the  remission  of  sins  that  are  past,    v 
&C.,  to  all  that  repented,  and  had  faith  in  his  Son.     Therem  the  lore   ^ : 
of  Gk>d  appeared,  that  he  declared  his  good  will  thereby  to  be  re-   %' 
eonciled ;  Christ  bearing  away  the  sins  that  are  past,  as  the  scape-   joe 
goat  did  of  old,  not  excluding  inward  work  ;  for,  till  that  is  begun, 
none  can  be  benefited,  though  it  is  not  the  work,  but  God's  free  me 
that  remits  and  blots  out,  of  which,  the  death  of  Christ,  and  his  vh 
crificing  of  himself,  was  a  most  certain  declaration  and  confirmation. 
In  short,  /Aa/  declared  remission,  to  all  who  believe  and  obey,  for   It 
the  sins  that  are  past ;  which  is  the  first  part  of  Christ's  work,  (as  it    iz 
is  a  king's  to  pardon  a  traitor,  before  he  advanceth  him,)  and  hitfierto, 
the  acquittance  imputes  a  righteousness,  (inasmuch  as  men,  on  trae 
repentance,  are  imputed  as  clean  of  guilt  as  if  they  had  never  sinned,) 
and  thus  far  justified  ;  but  the  completing  of  this,  by  the  working 
out  of  sin  inherent,  must  be  by  the  power  and  spirit  of  Christ  in  the    Ih 
heart,  destroying  the  old  man  and  his  deeds,  and  bringing  in  the  new    1 
amd  everlasting  righteousness ;  so,  /Aa/  which  I  writ  against,  is  such    '^ 
doctrine  as  extended  Christ's  death  and  obedience,  not  to  the  first,  but    = 
this  second  part  of  justification ;  not  the  pacifying  [of]  conscience,    x 
tf  to  past  sin ;  but  to  complete  salvation,  without  cleansing  and  pnrg-     * 
ing,  from  all  filthiness  of  flesh  and  spirit,  by  the  internal  operation 
of  his  holy  power  and  spirit :  concerning  these  points,  I  refer  thee    ; 
to  two  books,  written  not  long  since  by  me,  called  <  Quakerism,  a 
New  Nickname  for  Old  Christianity,'  and  ^  Reason  against  Railing;' 
in  which  these  points  are  fully  discussed,  as  also  <The  Divinity  of 
Christ,'  written  by  Greorge  Whitehead." 

Take  up  all  the  passages  cited  by  the  opposite  party,  and  you  mil 
find  that,  instead  of  denying  the  divinity  of  the  §aviour  in  the  doc- 
trine of  the  three  in  one,  they  are  a  mere  denial  of  the  word  person, 
because,  as  they  allege,  there  is  no  Scripture  to  warrant  it 

This  circumstance  will  furnish  an  explanation  to  all  the  passages 
cited  on  the  other  side,  and  to  all  the  charges  of  socinianiam  brought 
against  them,  as  well  by  their  enemies  as  their  pretended  friends. 

I  shall  now  proceed  to  the  doctrine  of  the  atonement 

The  object  of  those  on  the  other  side  has  been,  to  show  that  the 
primitive  Friends  did  not  believe  in  the  propitiation  by  the  external 
iaerifice  of  Jesus  Christ  without  the  gates  of  Jerusalem,  but  allego- 
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rized  whatever  related  to  that  subjcet,  and  oonaidered  a  ^liiibiy 
sacrifice  as  the  sole  and  cxotiisivc  means  of  lalwition,  I  ■hBU,  oa 
the  contrary,  show  that  they  coDs'ulered  the  external  sacrifice  u  an 
actual  and  effective  atonement :  but  asserted  that  it  does  not  com- 
plete the  work  uf  reiiemplion,  or  exclude  the  necessity  of  that  great 
change  of  heart,  by  the  operation  of  tlie  Holy  Spirit,  which  is  set 
forth  in  the  sacred  Scriptures. 

It  is  a  fact  well  known  to  the  readers  of  ecclesiastical  historj^ 
that  a  sect  called  the  antinomians  rose  up,  or  were  revived  about  the 
lime  of  Cromwell.  They  held  that  the  atonement  was  a  complete 
satisfaction  for  the  sins  of  those  who  were  emhraced  in  it,  and,  there- 
fore, let  them  live  as  they  might,  their  salvation  was  sure.  This 
was  the  doctrine  which  was  attacked  by  Friends.  While  admitting 
that  the  atonement  effected  an  actual  remission  of  past  nns,  they 
maintained  that  another  work  was  necessary,  namely,  the  operation 
of  divine  grace  on  the  heart,  as  it  is  called  by  other  sects,  or  the 
light  within,  as  it  is  termed  by  the  Friends,  and  leading  to  repentance 
and  good  works,  formed  an  additional  prerequisite  to  the  eSectual 
salvation  of  the  sinner.  It  was  iti  opposition  to  this  antinomiao  doe- 
trine  that  these  passages  adduced  by  the  opposite  party  were  written 
and  directed. 

In  some  passages  which  have  been  cited  from  Penn's  Sandy 
Foundation  Shaken,  he  was  attacking  the  doctrine  of  the  justifies* 
lion  of  impure  persons  by  imputed  righteousness.  You  will  beer 
ID  mind  the  word  "impure,"  for  this  is  necessary  iot*  proper  un- 
derstanding of  his  argument 

These  antinomians  hold  it  impossible  for  God,  in  the  exercise  of 
his  power,  to  justify  men  in  any  other  way  than  through  the  satis- 
faction rendered  by  Jesus  Christ.  Pena  says,  in  reply  to  them,  yoB 
cannot  limit  the  power  of  God.  He  has  chosen  this  particular 
way  :  but  he  might,  for  ought  we  know,  have  chosen  another. 

They  read  a  passage  from  1st  Penn's  Works,  page  574,  to  show 
that  he  was  not  sound  on  the  subject  of  the  atonement 

Here  he  is  advancing  the  doctrine,  that  obedience  to  the  Divine 
Light,  or  grace  of  God,  Is  essential  to  salvation  from  sin :  but  he 
does  not  deny  that  the  sacrifice  on  Calvary  was  a  satisfaction  for  past 
sins.  He  gives  you  both  doctrines.  You  have,  if  you  view  it  in 
its  true  light,  precisely  the  doctrine  of  all  other  societies  who  believe 
iQ  the  divinity  of  the  Saviour.  In  the  very  same  treatise,  and  only ' 
three  or  four  pages  from  the  passage  they  have  quoted,  wo  fiad  Pens 
holding  this  language,  viz.  Works,  vol.  i.  p.  577,  578. 

"But  there  is  yet  a  farther  benefit  that  accrueth  by  the  blood  of 
Christ,  viz.  That  Christ  is  a  propitiation  and  redemption  to  such  as 
have  faith  in  him.  For  though  I  still  place  the  Stress  of  feeling  vS 
a  particular  benefit,  upon  the  light,  life  and  spirit  revealed  and  wit- 
nessed in  every  particular  person,  yet  in  that  general  appearance 
there  wae  ft  genenti  beneEt  justly  to  be  attributed  unto  the  blood  of ' 
that  very  bmy  of  Christ  which  be  offered  up  thiou^  the  Etenwl 
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I^rit,  to  wit,  that  it  did  propitiate.  For,  however  ir  migM  dnw 
•tnpendous  judgments  upon  the  beads  of  thoae  who  were  authors  of 
that  dismal  tragedy  and  bloody  murder  of  the  Son  of  God,  and  died 
impenitent,  yet  doubtless  it  is  thus  far  turned  to  very  great  acceuot^ 
in  that  it  was  a  most  precious  offering  in  the  sight  of  uie  Lord,  and 
drew  God's  love  the  more  eminently  unto  mankind,  at  least  such  as 
should  believe  in  his  name,  as  his  solemn  prayer  to  his  Father  at  his 
leaving  the  world,  given  us  by  his  beloved  disciple  doth  plainly 
witness. 

^  For  how  can  it  otherwise  be,  but  that  it  should  render  Grod  rooit 
propitious  to  all  such  as  believe  in  Christ,  the  Light  of  the  worid, 
when  it  was  but  placing  of  his  only  begotten  Son's  sufferings  titdy 
on  their  account,  that  should  ever  believe  and  obey  him.  Tea 
doubtless,  greatly  did  that  sacrifice  influence  to  some -singular  ten- 
derness, and  peQuIiar  regard  unto  all  such  who  should  believe  in  iuf 
name,  being  the  last  and  greatest  of  all  his  external  act^  viz.  Tin 
resisting  unto  blood,  or  the  spiritual  good  of  the  world,  thereby  ot 
fering  up  his  life,  upon  the  cross,  through  the  power  of  the  Eternal 
Spirit,  that  remission  of  sin,  Gpd's  bounty  to  the  world  might  be 
preached  in  his  name,  and  in  his  very  blood  too,  as  that,  which  vm 
the  most  ratify ing^of  all  his  bodily  sufferings.  And  indeed,  ther^ 
fore,  might  it  seem  meet  to  the  Holy  Ghost,  that  redemption,  pro|tt- 
tiation  and  remission  should  be  declared,  and  held  forth,  in  the  blood 
of  Christ  unto  all  that  have  right  faith  therein,  as  saitii  the  aposCk 
to  the  Romans,  ^  Whom  God  hath  set  forth  to  be  a  propitiation  throag|i 
faith  in  his  blood:'  and  to  the  Ephesians;  <In  whom  we  have  re- 
demption through  hi^  blood,  the  forgiveness  of  sins,^&e.  because  it 
implies  a  firm  belief,  that  Christ  was  come  in  the  flesh,  and  that  none 
could  then  have  him  as  their  propitiation  or  redemption,  who  with- 
stood the  acknowledgment  of,  and  belief  in  his  visible  appearano^ 
which  John  tells  us  some  denied.  2.  That  he  came  in  order  to 
the  remission,  redemption  and  salvation  of  the  world.  3.  That  his 
so  dying  was  both  an  evident  token  of  his  love,  and  strong  argument 
tA  confirmation  of  his  message  and  work." 

By  garbled  extracts,  taken  from  various  parts  of  the  writings, 
the  Hicksites  have  thrown  upon  Friends  the  accusations  which  were 
formerly  cast  upon  them  by  their  enemies,  and  by  their  enemies 

only. 

From  George  Fox's  Doctrinals  they  have  also  cited  a^passag^ 
which  they  maintain  favours  their  views.  They  say  that  friends, 
by  an  atonement,  did  not  mean  an  actual  atonement ;  but  speak  of 
it  spiritually  as  a  work  in  the  riiind.  All  christians  speak  of  it  in 
this  way,  believing  that,  in  addition  to  the  external  sacrifice  by  which 
is  effected  the  remission  of  sins^  there  is  a  repentainoe  effected 
through  the  operation  of  the  Holy  Spirit,  sanctifying  the  hearty 
which  is  also  essential.  The  prominent  exhibition  -of  Uie  one  by  a 
writer  on  a  particular  occasion,  and  for  a  particular  purpose,  is  no 
evidence  that  be  means  to  reject  the  other  work  on  the  mind  to  be  nte> 


SHMnf.  TbfttFox  did  not  mean  to  deny  Ihe  actual  atonement,  ia  en- 
Imt  uom.the  paaaa^  immadiBtely  previous  to  aad  succeeding  that 
tMdiiy  the  gentleman  on  the  opposite  side,  viz.  p.  644,  645. 

*8o  the  blood  of  the  old  covenant  was  the  life  of  the  beasts  and 
Olhw  creatures ;  and  Ihe  blood  of  tlie  new  covenant  is  the  life  of 
Christ  Jesus,  who  saith,  '  Except  ye  eat  my  flesh,  and  drink  my 
blood,  ye  have  no  life  in  you,'  John  vi.  53. 

"So  the  blood  of  the  new  covenant  ia  not  according  to  the  old; 
ud  so  with  this  blood  of  the  new  covenant  must  every  one  feel 
(heir  hearts  sprinkled,  if  they  have  life ;  and  in  this  new  covenant 
ihey  shall  all  know  the  Lord,  &c.  And  by  this  blood  of  Jesus,  his 
life  in  the  new  covenant,  they  are  justified,  in  whom  we  have  re- 
demption and  the  forgiveness  of  sins,  and  Christ  hath  purchased 
^is  church  with  his  own  blood,  his  life,  and  their  faith  doth  stand  in 
lis  blood,  which  is  the  life  of  the  lamb.  Therefore  the  apostle 
aith,  *  If  ye  walk  in  the  light,  as  he  ia  io  the  light,  then  have  ye 
ellowship  one  wiili  another,  and  the  blood  of  Christ  Jesus  his  Son 
Jeanses  from  all  sin.' 

<<  So  it  is  not  the  blood  of  bulls,  goata,  orlbe  blood  of  other  crea- 
ures,  which  was  ilie  blood  of  the  old  covenant,  nor  their  outward 
vaeihings  in  it,  that  takes  away  sin  ;  but  the  blood  c^  the  new  coce- 
lant,  which  ia  the  blood  of  the  lamb  without  blemish,  Christ  Jeaua, 
Jie  blood  of  the  Lamb,  the  life  of  the  Lamb,  with  which  Christ, the 
tligh  Priest  aaoctilies,  '  cleanses  and  redeems ;  and  he  washes  wiUi 
lis  own  Hie,  his  blood  ;  yea,  he  sprinkles  the  altar  of  their  hearty 
iut  they  may  olTtr  a  sacrifice  of  praise  to  God  continually,  that  is, 
Lhe  fruits  of  our  lijis  giving  thanks  to  his  name.'  " 

The  next  passage  cited  by  them  is  from  Barclay,  page  358,  and  by 
simply  reading  ihepartdirectly  following  that  at  which  they  stop,  tlis 
ilrift  of  the  author  will  be  seen,  viz. 

"For  if  the  outward,  distinct,  knowledge  of  him,  by  whose 
means  I  receive  beneht,  were  necessary  for  me,  before  I  could  reap 
naj  fruit  of  it ;  iben  by  the  rule  of  contraries  it  would  follow,  that 
1  could  receive  no  hurt,  without  1  had  also  the  distinct  knowledge  of 
him]  that  had  occasioned  it :  whereas  experience  proves  the  contrary. 
How  many  are  injured  by  Adam's  fall,  that  know  nothing  of  ever 
there  being  such  a  man  in  the  world  ?  or  of  his  eating  the  forbidden 
fniit?  why  may  they  not  then  be  saved  by  the  gift  and  grace  of 
Christ  in  them,  making  them  righteous  and  holy,  though  they  know 
iwt  distinetly,  how  that  was  purchased  unto  them  by  the  death  and 
N&rioD  of  Jesus,  that  was  crucified  at  Jerusalem;  especially 
Meing^'God  hath  made  that  knowledge  umply  impossible  to  them." 

Barclay's  object  here,  is  to  show  that  persons  may  be  saved  who 
bave  heard  neither  of  the  fall  nor  of  the  atonement ;  that  as  it  ia 
evident  many  suffer  by  the  fall,  who  never  heard  of  the  fall,  ao  they  ^ 
may  be  saved  by  the  atonement  though  they  never  heard  of  the  sac- 
lifiee  on  Mount  Calvary  which  effected  it  Thus  in  every  paaeage 
trbieb  they  bare  quoted,  if  the  court  will  iAs  the  troobke  ta  n«&. 
51 
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the  context  they  will  perceive  that  the  doctrines  advanced  are  in  ao 
cordance  with  thdse  stated  in  our  bill|  and  in  the  explanations  which 
I  have  given.  The  object  of  the  other  party  is  to  show,  thai  when 
speaking  of  the  atonement^  the  early  friends  meant  an  atonement 
made  by  Christ  in  them.  This  is  a  perversion  of  their  doctrines. 
In  Whitehead's  Christian  Progress  this  subject  is  thus  noticed  by  him 
page  149 : 

<<  Whether  the  blood  that  Jesus  Christ  shed  at  Jerusalem 
blood  that  believers  are  justified  by  ?    Or  whether  he  dies  in  meo 
for  their  justification  ? 

*^  •Answer.  Both  sanctification,  forgiveness  of  sins,  cleansing  from  h: 
sin,  and  justification,  are  sometimes  ascribed  to  the  blood  of  Christ,  ^e 
and  to  the  Spirit  of  our  God  and  our  Lord  Jesus  Christ,  which 
effects,  works,  and  manifests  the  same  in  all  true  believers. 

<<But  here  are  two  questions  put  for  one;  the  first  appears  not  a 
Scriptural  or  proper  question,  where  does  the  Scripture  use  those 
words,  VIZ :  the  blood  that  Jesus  Christ  shed?  Seeing  it  was  by 
wicked  hands  he  was  put  to  death,  and  his  blood  shed  upon  the 
cross  ?  Yet  as  the  blood  of  Jesus  Christ  is  put  for,  or  represents  his 
life  which  he  laid  down,  and  even  the  ofiering  and  sacrifice  of  him- 
self at  Jerusalem,  that  was  a  most  acceptable  sacrifice  and  of  a  sweet 
smelling  savour  to  God,  for  mankind,  respecting  his  great  dignity 
and  obedience  who  bumbled  himself  even  to  the  death  of  the  croflSj 
and  gave  himself  a  ransom  for  all  men,  for  a  testimony  in  due  time. 
And  bis  sacrifice,  mediation  and  intercession,  hath  opened  a  door  of 
mercy  for  mankind  to  enter  in  at,  through  true  repentance  toward 
God,  and  faith  toward  our  Lord  Jesus  Christ,  which  are  wrought  iD 
man  (that  obeys  his  call  thereto)  only  by  his  grace  and  good  Spirit 
unto  sanctification  and  justification,  in  die  name  and  power  of  our  i 
Lord  Jesus  Christ,  who  of  God  is  made  unto  us  wisdom,  righteous-  |i 
ness,  sanctification  and  redemption.  God^s  great  love  toward  man-  ^ 
kind,  was  manifest  in  his  dear  Son  Jesus  Christ;  ^and  God  was  io  r 
Christ,  reconciling  the  world  to  himself,  not  imputing  their  tres-  -% 
passes  unto  them.'  2  Cor.  v.  1 9.  j 

«  The  latter  question  of  the  second  is  groundless  and  perverse,  we 
know  neither  Scripture  nor  minister  among  us,  that  asserts  Christ's 
dying  m  men  for  their  justification,  but  that  once  he  died,  i.  e.  for  4 
'  our  sins,  and  rose  again  for  our  justification,  and  that  he  ever  lives  ii 
to  make  intercession,  and  death  has  no  more  dominion  over  him.  ^ 
Christ  Jesus  lives  and  reigns  for  ever,  in  the  power  and  glory  of  the  i 
Father,  although  some  are  said  to  crucify  to  themselves  the  Lord  of  j 
life  afresh,  and  to  tread  under  foot  the  Son  of  God,  which  cannot  i 
be  taken  properly  in  a  literal  sense,  but  by  their  contempt  of  truth,  : 
and  doing  despite  to  his  Spirit  of  grace,  as  some  malicious  apostates  - 
have  done,  not  to  their  justification,  but  condemnation. 

« What  any  of  us,  or  among  us,  have  spoken  or  written  of  the  i 
Seed,  or  Word,  which  the  Son  of  man  (Jesus  Christ)  sows  in  men^s  f 
hearts ;  and  of  the  same  being  oppr»»ed,  or  sufiering  in  some,  or 


%  beioft  oboked  with  wwldly  cares,  and  the  lore  of  riehes  in  othera, 
•.  TbesB,  and  many  such  like  expressions  may  hare  been  used, 
imrdiiig  to  the  parables  and  similitudes  which  Christ  Jesus  himself 
Mke,  relating  to  the  kingdom  of  heaven,  the  Word  or  Seed  of  life 
id  grace,  sown  by  him  in  men's  hearts  ;  and  likewise  of  grieving, 
exing,  and  qiieoching  his  Spirit  in  them,  by  their  disobedience; 
nd  yet  by  all  these,  never  to  intend  or  mean,  that  Christ  himself 
roperly  dies  in  men  for  their  justification,  although  his  Spirit  be 
nth  grieved  and  quenched  in  many;  and  many  do  lose  the  true 
snse  of  his  living  word  in  tliemselves,  by  suffering  their  oouls'  enemy 
)  draw  out  their  minds  from  that  Seed,  that  Word,  that  light,  that 
piiit  of  our  Lord  Jesus  Christ  in  them,  which  [in  itself,  in  its  own 
eing,)  never  (lies.  The  immortal  Seed,  the  immortal  Word,  is  of 
D  immortal  being,  though  many  be  dead  thereunto,  in  their  tre«- 
■nefl  and  sins."    ' 

Here  he  expressly  denies  that  Christ  dies  in  men  for  their  Justifi- 
atioD,  or  that  the  society  ever  held  such  a  doctrine.  From  Barclay's 
^ology,  pages  460  and  461,  a  passage  was  read  for  the  same  pur- 
on.  It  is  only  necessary  to  furnish  the  introduction  to  the  pas- 
■gB  to  see  the  application.  He  is  speaking  of  the  spiritual  body 
M  blood  of  Christ,  on  which  the  saints  feed,  and  by  which  th^r 
Kb  are  nourished  up  unto  eternal  life ;  and  the  whole  passage  r^d 
f  the  counsel  refers  to  this.     He  thus  introduces  it : 

■■The  body  then  of  Christ,  whirh  believers  partake  of,  is  spiritual, 
od  not  carnal^  and  his  blood,  which  they  drink  of,  is  pure  and 
aiTealy,  and  not  human  or  elementary,  as  Augustine  also  affirms 
f  the  body  of  Christ,  which  is  eaten,  in  his  TractaL  Psal.  xcviii, 
kcept  a  man  eat  my  flesh,  he  hath  not  in  him  life  eternal :  and  he 
ntb.  The  words  which  I  speak  unto  you  are  Spirit  and  life ;  under- 
md  qiiritually  what  I  have  spoken.  Yc  shall  not  cat  of  this  body 
rUch  ye  see,  and  drink  this  blood  which  they  shall  spill,  which 
ueify  me.  I  am  the  living  bread,  who  have  descended  from 
nven.  He  calls  himself  the  bread,  who  descended  from  heaven, 
iborting  that  we  might  believe  in  him,  &c. 

"  If  it  be  asked  -then,  what  that  body,  what  that  flesh  and  blood  is? 

*'l  answer :  It  is  that  heavenly  seed,  that  divine,  spiritual,  ce|B»- 
il  substance,  of  which  we  spake  before,  in  the  fifth  and  sixth  pro- 
wtions.  This  is  that  spiritual  body  of  Christ,  whereby  and  through 
hich  he  communicateth  life  to  men,  and  salvation  to  as  many  as 
diera  in  him,  and  receive  him  ;  and  whereby  also  man  comes  to 
ive  fellowship  and  communion  with  God.  This  is  proved  from 
le  6th  of  John,  from  verse  32,  to  the  end,  where  Christ  speaks 
■on  at  large  of  this  matter,  than  in  any  other  place  ;  and  indeed 
ik  evangehat  an^  beloved  disciple,  who  lay  in  the  bosom  of  our 
Old,  gives  us  a  more  full  account  of  the  spiritual  sayings  and  doc- 
ioe  of  Christ  than  any  other ;  and  it  is  ubscrvable,  that  though  he 
«ak9  nothing  of  the  ceremony  used  by  Chrial  of  breaking  bread 
ith  his  disciples,  neither  in  his  evangelical  account  of  Christ's 
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life  and  sufferings,  nor  in  his  q)istles  ;  jret  he  is  more  Isrge  in  this 
account  of  the  jpartioipation  of  the  body,  flesh  and  blood  of  Christ, 
than  any  of  them  all.  For  Chnst,  in  this  chapter,  perceiving  that 
the  Jews  did  follow  him  for  love  of  the  loaves,  desires  them  (Verse 
87,)  to  labour  not  for  the  meat  which  perisheth,  but  for  that  meat 
which  endureth  for  ever :  but  forasmuch  as  they,  being  carnal  in 
llieir  apprehensions,  and  not  understanding  the  spiritual  language 
and  doctrine  of  Christ,  did  judge  the  manna  which  Moses  gave  their 
ftthers,  to  be  the  most  excellent  bread,  as  coming  from  heaven; 
Christ,  to  rectify  that  mistake,  and  better  inform  them,  affirmeth, 
First,  That  it  is  not  Mos^s,  but  his  Father,  that  giveth  the  true 
bread  from  tieaven,  verse  32,  and  48.  Secondly,  This  bread  he 
calls  himself,  ver.  35,  I  am  the  bread  of  life  :  and  ver.  51,  I  am  the 
Kving  bread,  which  came  down  from  heaven.  Thirdly,  He  declares 
that  this  bread  is  his  flesh ;  ver.  51,  The  bread  tlAt  1  will  give  is  my 
flesh;  and  ver.  55f  For  my  flesh  is  meat  indeed,  and  my  blood  is 
drink  indeed.  Fourthly,  The  necessity  of  partaking  thereof;  ver. 
53,  Except  ye  eat  the  flesh  of  the  Son  of  man,  and  drink  his  blood, 
ye  have  no  life  in  you.  And  lastly,  The  blessed  fruits  and  necessary 
effects  of  this  communion  of  the  body  and  blood  of  Christ.  Ver. 
53,  This  bread  giveth  life  to  the  world.  Ver.  50,  He  that  eateth 
thereof,  dieth  not.  Ver.  58,  He  that  eateth  of  this  bread  shall  live 
for  ever.  Ver.  54,  Whoso  eateth  this  flesh,  and  drinketh  this  Mood, 
shall  live  for  ever.  Ver.  56,  And  he  dwelleth  in  Christ,  and  Christ 
in  him.     Ven  67,  And  shall  live  by  Christ.'^ 

Immediately  following  this  is  the  passage  quoted  on  the  other 
,* side,  and  in  direct  connexion  with  it  are  these  words,  showing  that 
Barclay  had  not  the  most  remote  idea  of  denying  the  atonement, 
viz:  p.  464. 

^  i  doubt  not  but  that  there  are  many  also  at  this  day,  professing 
to  be  the  disciples  of  Christ,  that  do  as  little  understand  this  matter  as 
'  ttlose  did,  and  are  as  apt  to  be  offended,  and  stumble  at  it,  while  they 
are  gazing  and  following  after  the  outward  body,  and  look  not  to 
that  by  which  the  saints  are  d^ily  fed  and  nourished.  For  as  Jesas 
Clirist,  in  obedience  to  the  will  of  the  Father,  did  by  the  eternal 
Spirit  offer  tip  that  body  for  a  propitiation  for  the  remission  of  sins, 
and  finished  his  testimony  upon  earth  thereby,  in  a  most  perfect  ex- 
ample of  patience,  resignation  and  holiness,  that  all  might  be  made 
K Lakers  of  the  fruit  of  that  sacrifice  ;  so  hath  he  likewise  poured 
h  into  the  hearts  of  all  men  g  measure  of  that  divine  light  and 
aeed  wherewith  he  is  clothed  ;  that  thereby,  reaching  unto  the  oon- 
seiences  of  all,  he  may  raise  them  up  out  of  death  and  darkness  by 
his  life  and  light,  and  thereby  may  be  made  partakers  of  his  body, 
and  theretfarou^  come  to  have  fellowship  with  the  Fatiier  and  with 
the  Son.** 

One  could  hardly  believe  this  passage  (the  dosing,)  was  omitted 
through  mistake.  It  is  unnec^eary  to  trouble  Uie  court,  with 
fturther  passages  on  this  point    Any  person  who  chooses  may  follow 


out  the  subject,  and  by  attending  to  the  clue  I  have  furnished  they 
will  readily  perceive  the  explanation. 

I  will  now  call  the  attention  of  the  court  to  a  few  passages  cited 
againiA  us  in  reference  to  the  inspiration  of  the  Scriptures.  It  is 
aecMBary  to  call  your  attention  to  this  doctrine  as  it  is  set  forth  in 
oifPMiBwer* 

Friends  believe  in  the  plenary  inspiration  of  the  Scriptures :  and 
they  consequently  believe  in  the  Scripture  as  a  rule  of  faith.  But 
they  do  not  receive  them  as  the  only  rule  of  faith.  They  say  there 
must  be  a  fountain  from  which  inspiration  proceeds.  While  they 
beliere  that  all  Scripture  being  given  by  inspiration,  is  profitable  for 
doctrine,  for  reproof  and  for  instruction  in  righteousness,  they  at  the 
sane  time  believe  in  the  light  of  Christ  shining  in  the  conscitsnces 
of  men  within.  But  they  do  not  believe  that  the  spirit  operating  in 
their  own  minds  will  suggest  or  sanction  anything  contrary  to  Scrip- 
tore:  because  they  believe  the  Spirit  is  always  consistent  with  itself. 

On  page  294  of  Barclay^s  works,  is  a  passage  which  has  been 
quoted  by  the  opposite  counsel.  This  may  be  replied,  to  and  ex- 
plained by  quoting  the  passage  from  page  305  of  the  same  work. 

^Section  VI.  In  this  respect  above  mentioned  then  we  have  shown^ 
whit  eervice  and  use  the  Holy  Scriptures,  as  managed  in  and  by  the 
Spirit,  are  of  to  the  church  of  Gk>d ;  wherefore  we  do  account  them 
a  eeeondary  nile.  Moreover,  because  they  are  commonly  acknow- 
ledged by  all,  to  have  been  written  by  the  dictates  of  the  Holy  Spi* 
rit,  and  that  the  errors,  which  may  be  supposed  by  the  injury  of  timea 
to  have  slipt  in,  are  not  such,  but  that  there  is  a  sufficient,  clear  tes- 
timony left  to  all  the  essentials  of  the  christian  faith ;  we  do  look 
Son  them,  as  the  only  fit  outward  judge  of  controversies  among 
rietians,  and  that  whatever  doctrine  is  contrary  unto  their  testi- 
meny,  may  therefore  justly  be  rejected,  as  false.  And  for  our  parts 
we  are  very  willing,  that  all  our  doctrines  and  practices  be  tried  by 
them;  which  we  never  refused,  nor  ever  shall  in  all  controverstea 
with  onr  adversaries,  as  the  judge  and  test.  We  shall  also  be  very: 
willing  to  admit  it  as  a  positive,  certain  maxim,  that  whatsoever  any 
do,  pretendine  to  the  Spirit,  which  is  contrary  to  the  Scriptures,  be 
aeeocipted  and  reckoned  a  delusion  of  the  devil.  For  as  we  nevier 
lay  claim  to  the  Spirit's  leadings,  that  we  may  cover  ourselves  in 
anrything,  that  is  evil;  so  we  know,  that  as  every  evil  contradicts  the 
ScSripCmres,  so  it  doth  also  the  Spirit  in  the  first  place,  from  which 
the  Scriptures  came ;  and  whose,  motions  can  never  contradict  one 
anothw,  though  they  may  appear  sometimes  to  be  contradictory  to 
the  blind  eye  of  the  natural  man,  as  Paul  and  James  seem  to  contra- 
diet  one  another.'' 

From  Vindioifie  Veritatis,  a  work  published  in  1703, 1  will  read  an 
extract,  beginning  on  page  59: 

^Fcrilow  the  Tieht  within:  This  is  their  whole  creed,  the  sum 
total  of  their  belief: 

'^  We  are  not  ashamed  to  recommend  all  people  to  the  guddaneeoC 
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the  light  within  t  and  had  my  adversary  been  directed  by  it,  in 
penning  this  treatise,  he  would  never  have  published  such  notorious 
untruths.  Who  is  there,  that  hath  been  at  any  of  our  meetings,  or 
read  any  of  our  writings,  that  cannot  contradict  this  man,  and  detect 
him  of  misrepresenting  us  in  this  matter  ?  It  is  true,  we  advise  all 
to  follow  the  dictates  of  the  light  within,  esteeming  it  a  necessary 
article  of  our  faith :  but  that  it  is  our  whole  creed,  or  the  sum  total 
of  our  belief,  we  utterly  deny. 

^  Near  the  foot  of  this  page,  he  saith.  They  (Quakers)  do  not  lay 
any  stress  in  the  incarnation,  death,  and  sufferings  of  our  blessed 
Saviour,  as  of  any  necessity  to  have  faith  in  them,  in  order  to  salva- 
tion. 

<<  This  is  a  great  abuse;*  for  we  (who  have  been  blessed  with  the 
outward  knowledge  df  the  Holy  Scripture,)  do  believe,  that  it  is  ab- 
solutely necessary  for  us  to  have  faith  in  the  incarnation,  death,  suf- 
ferings, &c.  of  our  Lord  and  Saviour  Jesus  Christ  The  falsehood 
of  this  pa3sage  is  so  obvious,  to  all  those  that  have  had  any  know- 
ledge of  us,Dr  of  our  principles,  that  I  esteem  it  unnecessary  to  dwell 
any  longer  on  this  subject'' 

These  are  all  the  passages  I  think  it  necessary  to  comment  upon 
at  present :  and  with  these  remarks]  I  shall  submit  this  part  of  the 
subject 

I  shall  have  no  difficulty  in  showing  that  in  respect  to  all  these 
doctrines,  the  ancient  and  modern  society  of  Friends  fully  concur  and 
harmonize.  The  doctrines  set  forth  in  the  extracts  from  the  writ- 
ings of  the  primitive  Friends,  already  referred  to,  are  such  as  are  at 
present  entertained  by  the  society.  They  were  adopted  by  the  so- 
ciety in  1823,  and  are  fully  believed  in. 

The  next  inquiry  is,  whether  these  doctrines  are  fundamental. 
The  witnesses  on  our  side  say  they  are  so,  and  affirm  that  the  dis- 
avowal of  them  has  always  been  a  ground  of  disownment 

In  proof  of  this  position,  I  refer  to  the  testimony  of  Samuel  Bettle, 
page  60 ;  Samuel  Parsons,  171;  William  Jackson^  99;  Joseph  Whi- 
talT,  213;  Thomas  Willis,  108. 

The  discipline  is  positive  on  this  subject  On  page  twenty-three 
is  the  passage  stating,  that  if  any  one  denies  the  doctrine  be  is  not  of 
the  same  faith  with  the  society. 

In  the  Appendix  to  Barclay's  Catechism,  page  II,  the  same  doc- 
trine is  laid  down.  In  the  discipline,  inquiries  are  directed  to  be 
made  if  ministers  are  sound  in  the  faith,  and  answers  are  to  be 
brought  up  from  the  inferior  meetings. 

These  doctrines,  wherever  entertained,  must,  in  the  nature  of  the 
thing,  be  fundamental.  Oil  and  water  might  as  well  unite  as  trinita- 
rianism  and  unitarianism.  Can  you  believe  that  a  religious  society 
can  exist,  when  one  part  of  them  believe  in  the  divinity  of  the  Sa- 
viour, and  the  other  deny  it  ?  One  preacher  would,  on  this  supposi- 
tion, hold  up  the  Saviour  as  a  necessary  object  of  worship  and  ado- 
ration, and  others  would  deny  it,  and  charge  such  worehip  to  be 
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blasphemy,  and  can  tolerate  these  opposite  opinions :  b«t  they  can- 
not be  entertained  in  the  same  society  of  christians  worshipping 
together.  Instead  of  harmony,  they  would  always  produce  confu- 
sion and  discord,  and  wherever  these  contrary  doctrines  are  enter- 
tained/the  same  scenes  will  be  acted'over,  that  have  been  acted,  of 
late,  in  this  society. 

Herein  is  displayed  the  moral  beauty  of  our  government,  in 
allowing  perfect  religious  freedom.  If  a  man  by  reading  Priestley^s 
Works,  or  the  Celestial  Magnet,  or  from  any  other  cause,  becomes 
convinced  that  the  doctrine  of  the  three  that*  bear  record  in  heaven 
is  wrong,  all  he  has  to  do,  is  to  come  out  of  the  society  entertaining 
this  doctrine  to  which  he  has  belonged,  and  join  some  other  whose 
views  may  be  in  accordance  with  his  new  doctrines. 

Justice  Drake 'was  right  in  saying  that  these  doctrines  bore  inter- 
nal evidence  of  their  being  fundamental.  The  opposition  and  dis- 
cord which  have  torn  asunder  this  society,  shows  that  they  never 
can  be  deemed  of  a  secondary,  or  subordinate  character. 

The  learned  counsel  has  accused  my  clients  of  holding  forth  these 
doctrines  as  prominent  subjects  of  belief,  but  neglecting  to  exhibit 
the  light  within,  which,  to  be  sure,  is  blazed  forth  on  all  occasions 
by  the  opposite  party. 

But  it  is  not  true  that  my  clients  have  said  nothing  on  the  light 
within.  This  doctrine  is  distinctly  set  forth  in  the  declaration  of 
faith  made  by  Joseph  Hendrickson,  in  his  answer.  The  reason  that 
it  has  not  been  dwelt  upon  at  greater  length,  is  because  there  is  no 
diniute  about  it. 

I  challenge  the  opposite  party  to  show  that  any  religious  society, 
entertaining  these  contrary  doctrines,  has  ever  worshipped  together 
in  peace  and  harmony  since  the  introduction  of  Christianity  into  the 
world. 

The  gentleman  says,  that  the  society  of  Friends  cannot  be  consi- 
dered as  holding  these  doctrines,  because  they  have  no  creed.  What 
does  the  gentleman  mean  by  a  creed  ?  We  are  told  by  logicians, 
that  nine  disputes  out  of  ten,  are  occasioned  by  men  not  agreeing  in 
the  signification  of  words.  If  Friends  have  a  system  of  religious  be- 
lief, they  have  a  creed^m  the  ordinary  signification  of  the  term.  I'he 
word  creed  is,  indeed,  sometimes  used  in  a  more  invidious  sense.  In 
Roman  catholic  times,  creeds  were  published,  and  men  ordered  to  be- 
lieve them,  under  pain  of  being  punished  here  and  hereafter.  The 
early  christians  also  sufiered  much  from  the  imposition  of  creeds 
which  were  promulgated,  and  required  under  penalties  to  be  be- 
lieved and  adopted  by  their  rulers.  In  this  sense,  and  this  only,  the 
society  of  Friends  were  opposed  to  creeds  ;  but  they  were  not  op- 
posed to  simple  declarations  of  faith. 

The  counsel  on  the  opposite  side  has  shown  that  Friends  have  a 
creed.  Do  they  not  believe  in  the  unlawfulness  of  war  and  of  oaths? 
Do  they  not  believe  in  the  light  within  ?  Then,  they  have  fundar 
mental  principles  which  form  a  creed;  but  they  do  not  punish  mea 
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for  not  belioring  as  they  do,  and  herein  their  creed  differs  from  the 
kind  of  creeds  to  which  they  objected. 

Where  will  the  arguments  of  the  learned  counsel  lead?  He  admits 
that  every  religious  society  must  have  fundamental  doctrines.  He 
admits  that  Friends  have  at  least,  one  fundamental  doctrine,  namely, 
the  belief  in  the  divine  light  within.  We  admit  this;  but  contend 
that  there  are  others  also,  which  the  society  hold  to  be  fundamental, 
and  inquire  of  them,  what  they  think  of  these  other  fundamental 
doctrines. 

The  gentleman  says,' they  will  not  answer  on  these  questions,  be- 
cause they  deny  the  inquisitorial  power  of  the  court  to  pry  into  their 
belief.  Let  him  carry  out  this  principle  and  extend  its  application 
to  the  doctrine  his  own  party  profess  to  entertain.  Suppose  his  owa 
party  should  divide  on  the  subject  of  the  light  within.  Or  suppose 
one  part  of  them  sliould  become  antinomiana.  How  would  the 
other  party  get  back  the  property,  without  an  inquiry  into  the  faith 
of  the  dissentients  ?  If  the  inquiry  were  proposed,  the  other  party 
would  com^forward  and  say,  <<  this  is  a  spiritual  matter,  you  have 
no  right  to  try  spiritual  matters.*'  If  tfjiis  excuse  were  admitted  to 
its  fml  extent,  it  would  not  be  possible  for  the  court  to  decide,  under 
the  law  of  charitable  uses,  to  whom  the  property  belonged:  but  each 
party  must,  in  such  case,  be  allowed  to  keep  what  it  could  get  hold 
of  when  the  dissention  arose.  What  are  we  to  think  of  such  a  state 
of  things  in  a  government  of  laws,  with  a  regular  judiciary  to  admi- 
nister them  ? 

The  passages  cited  by  the  opposite  counsel,  from  the  ancient  wri* 
ters  of  this  society  in  regard  to  creeds,  refer  to  the  word  creed  in  its 
odious  sense,  as  imposing  belief  under  temporal  punishments. 

A  passage  from  Barclay's  works,  page  697,  has  been  cited  by  the 
other  side  in  support  of  their  views: 

«  Now  these  people,  who  hold  forth  the  principles  and  doctrines 
hereafter  to  be  mentioned,  were  not  gathered  together  by  any  unity 
of  opinion,  or  by  a  tedious  and  particular  disquisition  of  notions  and 
opinions  requiring  an  assent  to  them,  and  binding  themselves  by 
leagues  and  covenants  thereto;  but  the  manner  of  their  gathering  was 
by  a  secret  want,  which  many  truly  tender  and  serious  souls  in  divers 
and  sundry  sects  found  in  themselves:  which  put  each  sect  upon  the 
search  of  something  beyond  all  opinion,  which  might  satisfy  their 
weary  souls,  even  the  revelation  of  God's  righteous  judgment  in  their 
heart  to  burn  up  the  unrighteous  root  and  fruits  thereof;  that  the  same 
being  destroyed  and  done  away,  the  inward  peace  and  joy  of  the 
Holy  Spirit  in  the  soul  might  be  felt  to  abound,  and  thence  power 
end  life  to  follow  him  in  all  his  commandments.  And  so  many  came 
to  be  joined  and  united  together  in  heart  and  spirit  in  this  one  life  of 
righteousness,  who  had  long  been  wandering  in  the  several  sects; 
and  by  the  inward  unity  came  to  be  gathered  in  one  body;  from 
whence  by  degrees  they  came  to  find  themselves  agreed  in  the  plain 
and  stmpte  doctrines  of  Christ" 


It  is  manifest  that  the  author  did  not  mean  to  say  that  reh'gious 
jcieties  should  not  have  doctrines,  but  to  point  out  the  mode  they 
U^t  to  take  in  order  to  arrive  at  their  doctriues.  This,  he  declares 
Mold  be,  not  by  a  resort  to  external  means  alone,  which  would 
roduce  mere  historical  faith,  but  by  follDwing  the  light  within. 

Let  us  allow  Barclay  to  explain  this  matter  ibr  himself.  In  his 
fork  on  church  government,  page  53,  he  says: 

"  As  to  the  first,  Whether  the  church  of  Christ  hath  power  m  any 
ases,  that  are  matlera  of  conscience,  to  give  a  positive  sentence  nod 
ecision,  which  may  he  obligatory  upon  believers. 

"  I  answer  affirmatively,  she  hath ;  and  shall  prove  it  from  divers 
istances,  both  from  Scripture  and  reason.  For  first,  all  principles 
ndarticlesof  faith,  which  are  held  doctrinally,  are,  in  respect  to  those 
lat  believe  them,  matters  of  conscience.  We  know  the  papists  do,  out 
f  coDscience  (such  as  are  zcaloux  among  them)  adore,  worship,  and  « 
ray  to  angels,  saints,  and  Images,  yea,  and  to  the  eucharist,  as  jodg- 
ng  it  to  be  really  Christ  Jesus;  and  so  do  others  place  conscience  In 
hings  that  are  absolutely  wrong:  now  I  say,  we  being  gathered 
Qgether  into  the  belief  of  certain  principles  and  doctrines,  without 
ny  constraint  or  worldly  respect,  hut  by  the  mere  force  of  truth  ' 
:pon  our  understandings,  and  its  power  and  influence  upon  our 
learts;  these  principles  and  doctrines,  and  the  practices  necessarily 
lepeoding  upon  them  are,  as  it  were,  the  terms  that  have  drawn  us 
ogether,  and  the  bond,  by  which  we  became  centered  into  one  body 
nd  fellowship,  and  distinguished  from  others.  Now  if  any  one,  or 
nore,  so  engaged  with  us,  should  arise  to  leach  any  other  doctrine 
If  doctrines,  contrary  to  these  which  were  the  ground  of  our  being- 
ine;  who  can  deny,  but  the  body  hath  power  in  such  a  case  to  de- 
Ure,  this  is  not  according  to  the  Iruth  we  profess ;  and,  therefore, 
re  pronounce  such  and  such  doctrines  lo  be  wrong,  with  which  we 
annot  have  unity,  nor  yet  any  mure  spiritual  fellowship  with  those 
lat  hold  them  ?  And  so  cut  themselves  off  from  being  members, 
y  dissolving  the   very  bond   by  ivhich  they  were  linked  to  the 

Here  he  expressly  repudiates  the  idea  that  they  cannot  have  fun- 
ameotal  doctrines;  and  affirms,  that  they  have  a  right  to  cut  off  and 
xctude  members  from  their  association,  for  disagreement  in  opinioB 
n  important  doctrinal  points.  Tljis  he  shows,  is  not  tyranny  or 
ppression,  but  a  necessary  exercise  of  power  to  preserve  the  sound- 
ess  of  the  body,  and  to  secure  that  harmony  which  is  essential  to 
coder  a  religious  society  of  any  benefit  to  the  community. 

The  whole  doctrine  on  this  subject  will  be  found  in  the  work  ju»t 
tferrcd  to- 

Tbe  gentleman  read  a  passage  from  Ist  Peno's  Works,  Viewed 
n  its  proper  connexion,  this  manifestly  refers  to  the  light  within  aa 
eading  to  true  doctrine. 

He  cited  a  passage  from  Fox's  Jouroal,  page  33,  34,  to  show  that 
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Uuro  eoaU  be  no  fundamental  dootrine&     If  he  had  nsd  the  whole 
paragraph  he  would  have  seen  Ita  meaning. 

^  The  power  they  exercise  la  auch  as  Christ  has  giv«n  to  his  own 
people  to  the  end  of  the  world  in  the  persona  of  his  disciples,  ¥i& 
<  To  oversee,  exhort,  reprove,'  and  after  long-suffering  and  waitiog 
upon  the  disobedient  and  refractory,  *  to  disown  them  as  any  more  of 
their  communion,  or  that  they  will  any  longer  stand  chared  in  the 
aight  and  judgment  of  God  or  men  with  their  conversation  or  beha- 
viour aa  one  of  them  until  they  repent'  The  subjeet-matter  aboot 
which  this  authority,  in  any  of  the  foregoing  branches  of  it,  is  ei- 
erciaed,  is,  first,  ia  relation  to  common  and  general  practice :  aad, 
aeeondly,  about  those  things  that  more  strictly  r^et  to  thor  owo 
character  and  professioni  and  distinguish  them  from  all  other  pro- 
feasors  of  Christianity;  avoiding  twa  extremes  upoo  which  maaj 
qiUty  viz.  persecution  and  libertinisnu  •£  coercive  power  to  tMp 
jmople  inU^  the  temple;  that  such  as  will  not  conibnn^  thougk 
ag^nst  faith  and  epnaeiencey  ^hall  be  punished  in  their  pereons  or 
estates;,  ox  leaving  all  loose  and  at  large  as  to  practice^  uoaccoenta- 
hle  to  all  but  God  and  the  magistjrate*  To  which  hurtful  extrene 
nothing  has  more  contributed,  than  the  abuse  of  church-power  bjr 
sudi  as  su&r  their  passions  and  private  interests  to  prevail  with  them 
to  carry  it  to  outward  force  and  corporal  punishment ;  a  practice 
they  have  been  taught  to  dislike  by  their  extreme  sufferings,  as  well 
aa  their  known  principle  for  an  universal  liberty  of  conscience. 

^<On  the  other  hand  they  equally  dislike  an  independency  in  society; 
an  unaoeountableness  ia  practice  and  conversation  to  the  terms.oif 
their  own  communion,  and  to  those  that  are  the  members  of  it. 
They  distinguish  between  imposing  any  practice  that  immediately 
regards  fiiith  or  worship  (which  is  never  to  be  done,  nor  suffered,  or 
submitted  unto)  and  requiring  christian  compliance  with  thoie 
methods  that  only  respect  church-business  in  its  more  civil  part  and 
concern,  and  that  regard  the  discreet  and  orderly  maintenance  of 
the  character  of  the  society^  as  a  sober  and  religious  community. 
In  short,  what  is  for  the  promotion  of  holiness  and  charity,  that  men 
may  practise  what  they  profess,  live  up  to  their  own  principles,  and 
not  be  at  liberty  to  give  the  lie  to  their  own  profeasion  without  re- 
buke. They  compel  none  to  them,  but  oblige  those  that  are  of  them 
to  wslk  suitably,  or  they  are  defied  by  them  :  that  is  all  the  marie 
they  set  upon  Uiem,  and  the  power  they  exercise,  or  judge  a  christian 
society  can  exercise  upon  those  that  are  the  ibembers  ofit" 

It  is  plain,  the  object  of  the  writer,  is»  to  condemn  the  in^foeitum 
of  creeds,  and  the  calling  on  men  to  believe  them  under  penalty  of 
loss  q/  estate^  or  imprisonment  of  person. 
.  A  creed,  aa  a  mere  system  of  belief  on  doctrinal  poiota,  has 
always  been  held  by  the  society  of  Friends.  This  is  proved  by  the 
Discipline,  pase  23. 

This  is  perleetly  consiiftenty  also,  with  religiqus  toleration.  To 
make  religious  societies  dseful,  they  must  be  harmonious.     K  a  man 
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hetn,  and  join  sonte  other  religious  iDslitotioD;  ^  Suclvf#^iwbn^ 
irhile  it  wcaresreligioiM freedom  to  the  indit^MM^illbid WHnlres  th^ 
■eligious  society,  and  secures  their  property  also  in  its  devotion  to 
he  great  trusts  and  objects  for  which  the  society  was  instituted. 

This  is  the  view  of  the  late  chief  justice,  as  declared  in  page  45 
>f  Jiis  opinion^  which  i  have  already  read  to  your  honours. 

Here  the  views  of  the  chief  justice  coincide  exactly  WHh  ^Miat 
Ife'^faave  jtited.!  He  IbUs  ua,  the  tociety  of  FVieMs  muM  jiave  An- 
limntdHdocftrinea  He  says  that>  if  l«edetory,  he  eduTd  a^ow  wbii 
hey  «peiiabd  he  potilts  to  the  deeiaration  c^  fahh  which  1  haV0 
drndy  qukited,  wdiere  they  are  to  b^  fbund.  W^  have  herti)aiii)ito 
PfWMnce  what  his  deeisioii  WouJd  havbianeeii  otithefW)int  ofdotftrtne^ 
fi!||e  tad: thought  it  necessary  to  ge  Thto  the  investigatidiiiMDfttat 

»^TIie>)>raeti«eof  the  eoeiety  haa  always  been  in  tierfect  actordaitee 
MHithefaft  views.  It  has  been  their  piraotioe  to  disown  nv^nftbers  fofc* 
Midt«|(4iiiiotlnd  doctrine»>    >  ,•'•-.'  :i:Ki'>U 

iifcAry  BoHoek  was tiisowiied  oti  this  fetceooot^  as  wiH  he'  M^j^^^kiy 
•iMnce  to  Thomas  Evans^  testimony.  SafhoehPat^sona  mehtiita 
bi  diaowament  of  Haanak  Barnard^'  and  i^evtral  <0dki^r»^  on  Ittiaiaii 
iMm^^lmd  he  and  JPhoniaa  WilHs  apeak  of  ia  hqmher  >of '^dieeimnr^ 
i«aiiifor  fidfedoetrine. -'     •  ;';.'.<•'    -"'!Jj»:(j  ^fi?  uoq' 

'^Ho«r  ean  tnen  pretend  that  this  society  has  n^^Amdimenlal 
liblrioeSyMid  no  itfxtenial  bonds  oF  nnioii,  when  yea  fitid  all  their 
MileMtfe^f^ng  that  they  have  such  deietrinea,  and  whidn  yeu  find 
Ifty^ieft^  aged  members  testifying^  that  fhmi  the  eoMmeacemetttasf 
fteioeiety,  it  has  been  the  practice  to  disoWn  member  lor  holding 
ipMom  contrary  to  those  of  the  aoci^ty.  •. 
'MOriMi' gentleman  has  read  jiassages  from  the  constitution  t»f  Nei^ 
fmmffi  and  from  the  fundamenul  artider  contained  in  Learning  and 
lyfeoer,  to  sopport  the  principle  of  religious  toleration.  ^  >  ^  Ji 
^  ib  not  all  this  in  harmony  with  the  prinoipM  we  have  inaiated  biv? 
4f  an  episcopalian,  for  instance,  tnra  Romafn  eatholi^  aiosl  he  i|ei^ 
hum  fo  the  episcopalian  charoh^  and  be  allowed  to  diiafttiinat^^lili. 
Mfir  DpioienSyand  sow  discord  there)  in  order  to  efiable  hidiy  to  enjoy 
iifgiowl  freedom?  He  is  at  liberty  to  think  aa  he  pleaae^but  A 
Bpg  ae)i6  continues  with  a  religious  sooietyy  his  should  betieve-with 
tami  Abolish  the  principle  that  a  teliffioQS  societv  may  protect 
laeif,  and  then,  aa  Bdrcky  saya,  hereeies  ofevery  kincfy  and  dcctrinea 
if  devils  wUl  be  soon  taught  amohg^  them:  and  thd  churbb  •will 
pneUy  become,  j  nstead  of  a  house  of  peace>  a  pandemtoiumi  df  diai- 
tdvd.  Gli^s  Hseks  was  awai^  of  this.  He  adidiitt^d  that:  the  pr^adi^ 
ng*  of  Mi  new  doctrines  would^  produco'thii- oonfiiaidn,  hut-he 
ikooght  thdconfusion  would  soon  he  o^r;i  In  theiinduiaeobe  ofllh 
Mmity,  tlie  waa  led  to  aoppose  that  his  new)  doctrioea!  wbuld  4ip 
tvhimphabt,  that  the  namb  of  m  Hicksite^^'  be  tQCfiieihoiioaratile  UuDh 
that  of  Quaker,  and  that  thotr^  of  <<  HicksUia^iibealyveflfeich'he 
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ted  planted  and  watarod,  Would  6ouriah  over  the  falleD  irnnk  of 

Qoakerism^ 

Court  adjourned^  : 


I  > : 


Monday  morning  f  9  c^  clock 
Mr.  Wood  resumed : 
.   Having  shown  to  this  honourable  court,  what  are  the  doctrines  of 
the' society  of  Friends,  and  that  they  correspond  with,  tiie  etateneat 
we  have  made  of  those  doctrines  in  the  pleadings ;  and  having,  u  I 
tiiist,  abo  shoi¥n  that  those  doctrines  are  fundamental,  and  that  thej 
most  be  so  considered,  I  shall  proceed  to  occupy  the  time  <if  tbft 
court  With  a  consideration  of  the  doctrines  held  by  the  opposite  |MU> 
ty.     I  will  not  read  them  over  as  charged  in  our  answer,     Thej 
were  pot  in  issue  between  the  parties,  and  I  trust,  I  have  satisfied 
the  couK  that  the  defendant,  claiming  to  be  the  suQpesoor  of  Joseph 
Hendrickson,  comes  in  the  li^ht  of  a  claimant;  and  that  tbe^leeisioa 
BMist  be  made  in  favour  of  him  who  shall  sustain  his  caa^    I  will 
nfer  to  one  or  two  authorities  on  this  subject.  In  4th  Brown^  Chaa. 
Bap.  309 :  in  the  case  of  the  DiUtc  cf.  boUon  v.  f^/Ztama^  which 
was  a  case  of  interpleader,  the  chancellor  aays,  .<<  that  theplaintiff  caUs 
upon  the  parties  to  make  out  their  claims,  so.  that  eaeh  party  defeod- 
airt  ia  to  atend  upon  his  own  rights  and  the  validity  of  his  own 
claim/'    In  this  case  has  the  defendant  made  out  his  claim  ?    In  his 
iosw^  to  the  bill  of  interpleader,  in  which  his  claim  is  set  fordi,  bai 
lie  answered  all  the  subject  matter  of  inquiry  presented  by  the  plesd- 
tngs,  or  has  he  refused  to  do  so ;  and  have  his  witnesses  refused  to 
answer  on  important  points  of  doctrine  ?    That  there  are  points  of 
doctrine  most  material  to  be  settled,  both  the  parties  in  the  court  be- 
low allege ;  and  they  are  warranted  in  so  saying  by  all  the  author- 
ites.   In  Ist  Dow'a  Reports,  p.  16,  Lord  BIdon  says,  <<  that  theeoiut 
will  .take  notice  of  religious  opinions  as  facts  pointing  out  the  owno^ 
Aip  of  property;"  and  in  3d  Merivale,  4 IS,  he  sutes,  <<  where  a 
trostee  has  changed  his  religion,  it  is  ex  neccimtiUc  for  the  court  to 
inqiiire  what  was  the  religious  worship  from  which  he  has  seceded/^ 
Now  here  i£  is  necessary,  in  order  to  settle  this  question  of  trust,  or 
to.  aseartain  to  which  of  the  two  preparative  meetings  it  beloogi^ 
there  beins  one  at  the  time  the  fund  was  created,  and  two  now,  to 
aioertain  dearly  thig  point  of  doctrines.     Did  the  society  of  Friends 
flormeriy,  at  the  time  this  fund  was  created,  and  before  and  since^ 
h(Ad  the  doctrines  which  we  set  forth  ?    They  are  put  in  issue :  they 
are  given  in  detail  in  the  pkadinos,  and  they  are  alle^  to  be  fumh* 
jnental.     I  ask  you  to  lay  your  finger  on  any  one  thing  contained  in 
SCacy  Decow'a.  answer,  in  the  plemlings^  or  in  the  evidence  on  his 

Kty  which  can  go  to  show  whether  these  doctrines  are  or  are  not 
d  by  the  society,  and  am  or  are  not  fundamental.    On  thia  impor- 
tint  poifttp  so  oeceasary  to  .the  settlement  of  this  claim,  he  has  fiuled 
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answer  and  to  give  evidence;' and  he  has  done  saon  the  groCtnd 
It  the  court,  as  a  mere  tenlporal  tribunal,  had  no  right  to  make  id- 
iriee  into  the  faith  or  conscicneea  of  men.  I  trust  I  have  showii 
it  this  is  not  the  case ;  and  Decow  therefore  is  in  this  awkward  pre- 
cament :  he  comes  here  in  the  light  oT  a  claimant,  on  a  question  of  the 
ghest  importance  relative  to  religious  doctrines  :  he  fails  to  give  evi- 
tnce  or  to  offer  information,  and  that  too  in  a  court  which  emphati- 
lly  calls  on  a  party  to  discover  the  truth,  and  discover  it  if  neces- 
ry,  under  his  own  oath.  Let  us  see  what  he  says.  The  counsel 
lis  us  he  has  answered:  so  indeed  he  has  in  part ;  but  he  has  not 
ven  us  the  wfiole  truth ;  he  has  not  answered  us  on  those  points 
qpeeting  which  it  was  chiefly  requisite  that  this  court  should  be  in- 
med.  It  is  no  answer  to  say,  that  the  doctrine  of  Ihe  divine  light 
lerating  upon  the  soul,  and  the  testimony  against  wars,  &c.  are  fun- 
uneiitaL  We  do  not  dispute  that,  but  admit  that  they  are  so;  but 
le  question  turns  solely  on  those  matters  of  doctrine  which  are  put 
issue,  and  to  these  he  refuses  to  answer.     I  understand  that  refu- 

I  to  be  based  on  the  ground  that  you  have  no  right  to  interrogate 
im  on  those  spiritual  matters.  I,  however,  have  shown  that  you 
ifie  the  right 

Qn  this  subject  the  gentleman  has  referred  to  the  ftindamentai 
sra  and  constitution  of  New  Jersey,  the  amount  of  which  is,  that 
»  man  is  punishable  in  person  or  property  on  account  of  his  reli- 
ioQs  opinions.  We  do  not  seek  it;  we  merely  wish  to  settle  this 
D^e  question  of  trust ;  and  there  is  no  want  of  toleration  in  the  law 
r  in  our  courts  of  justice,  in  saying,  <<-you  may  hold  what  doctrines 
on  please,  but  we  will  protect  others  also ;  and  where  societies  are 
Rioded  on  certain  trusts,  we  will  protect  then!  in  the  trust,  and  not 
liow  you  to  divest  them  of  their  rights."  And  this  is  our  position^ 
lot  the  gentleman,  apparently  aware  that  his  excuse  is  not  sufficient, 
vf%  that  his  client  has  answered  fully — and  how  ?  He  says  that  he 
as  stated  his  belief  in  the  christian  religion,  as  contained  in 
lie  New  Testament  This  is,  indeed,  taking  a  wide  latitude.  He 
jivea  us  the  range  of  the  whole  New  Testament  in  which  to  search 
Qt  the  religious  doctrines  they  believe  in — and  in  so  doing,  he  re* 
oinda  me  of  that  sagacious  and  penetrating  Irishman,  who  wrote  a 
slier  to  ocie  of  his  dear  friends  in  this  country,  and  contented  him- 
alf  with  directing  it  to  the  name  of  the  party  for  whom  it  was  in- 
ended  in  North  ^mericaf  without  further  superscription  or  address. 
hnd  equally  wild  ar«  our  chances  for  finding  that  after  which  we 
ae  aeuehing  in  the  pret»«nt  ingtance :  for  we  have  all  the  Scriptures 

II  the  New  Testament  giv^n  us  by  Decow  as  the  great  fountain 
mn  which  we  are  to  ascertain  his  doctrines;  and  we  are  left 
ivithoot  dew  or  guide  beyond  this  simple  reference.  How  mueh 
note  natural  and  convenient  would  it  have  been  to  state  their 
belief  in  regard  to  those  particular  doctrines  in  question,  at  onee. 
Da -not  the  opposite  party  well  know  that  christians  in  all  ages 
bsfe  entertained  different  doctrines,  and  yet  that  they  all  pN^* 
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torn  to  derive  them  from  the  Scriptures  ?  Even  the  teciniiMi  him- 
aelf  claims  to  gather  his  religion  from  the  Scriptures;  yet  in  order 
to  get  at  them  there,  and  to  evade  the  clear  and  unequivocal  passages 
io  which  contrary  doctrines  are  revealed,  he  reduces  them  to  the  mere 
level  of  human  testimony,  and  claims  the  privilege  of  rejecting  aod  I 
of  explaining  away  certain  passages  incompatible  with  the  biik  '} 
which  he  professes.  Now  the  God  of  the  socinian,  who  rejects  Uk  \ 
divinity  of  Christ,  is  not  the  Grod  of  the  christian  who  believes  in  j^ 
the  divinity  of  the  Saviour ;  and  I  trust  I  have  sufficiently  sbowa  f 
that  the  society  of  Friends  did  not  come  together  and  oiigaiii»  tfadr  h 


io^itutioos  for  the  worship  of  God,  and  yet  disagreed  among  them* 
selves  as  to  the  Grod  they  were  to  worship.  And  yet  the  opposite  P 
party  on  this  very  important  inquiry  in  respect  to  religious  insUlu-  F 
tions,  whose  very  object  is  to  worship  God,  refuse  to  say  wbt  ¥ 
God.  they  do  worship,  whether  the  triune  God  or  the  God  of  the  to-  j 
eioiao.  Yet  tiiey  still  have  the  confidence  to  tell  us  that  they  have  F 
made  a  full  disclosure  of  their  frith.  P 

What  is  the  effect  which  this  defendant's  refusal  to  answer  is  to  I* 
have  upon  the  cause  ?  The  counsel  says  we  might  have  excepted  to 
his  answer.  True.  But  that  were  our  privil^y  not  their  exattt. 
When  a  defendant  declines,  or  neglects  to  answer  fully  as  to  charges 
exhibited,  the  court  will  look  to  it  and  weigh  the  d^cieocy  agaioit 
llim. 

.  But  the  court  will  observe  that  the  defendant,  in  this  instance,  doei 
IM)t  shelter  himself  under  any  pUa  that  an  answer  would  criminate 
or  disgrace  him  :  but  on  the  ^und  that  Friends  had  a  right  to  think  | 
as  they  pleased.      We  admit  that  as  individuals  and  members  of  t 
the  community  they  have  such  right,  but  we  contend  and  trust  we   * 
have  shown  that  they  have  not  such  a  right,  as  members  of  this  re*   - 
ligious  society,  but  that  while  they  continue  with  them  they  should    > 
eonform  to  their  doctrines.     We  have  also  shown   that  doctrines 
may  be  inquired   into  to  settle  a  question  of  trust     That  thtm 
doctrines  in  question  are  put  in  issue,  and  that  Decow  is  a  ckumant 
aod  must  support  his  case.    Yet  he  refuses  to  disclose  and  to  make 
out  his  case  in  respect  to  this  important  matter  in  issue. 

Now  I  think  thisit  I  might  be  well  content  to  rest  this  part  of  the 
ease  on  the  view  which  justice  Drake  has  taken  of  it.  vVe  having 
exhibited  evidence  of  our  case,  and  the  opposing  clai«iant  (for  so  he 
is)  having  refused  to  produce  any  evidence,  the  decision  must  be  in 
favour  of  him  who  has  made  out  his  cause,  and  against  him  who  has 
neglected  aod  refused  to  do  so.  But  it  is  not  our  intention  to  reat 
bera  ;  we  will  follow  them  to  the  covert  and  strip  them  of  their  dis- 
guises; and  we  will  show  (though  it  is  almost  a  work  of  supererog^ 
lion)  what  their  doctrines  are — that  they  are  not  the  doctrines  of  the 
ancient  society  of  Friends— that  they  do  not  worship  the  Crod  of 
that  society,  but  a  different  €rod,  the  God  of  the  socinian ;  and 
although  th/iy  have  declined  to  answer  directly  on  these  points  of 
doctrine,  yet  something  has  leaked  out  to  show  that  there  were  dis- 
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lies  between  the  parties  on  points  of  doctrine,  and  that  those  now 
dispute  are  the  only  doctrines  about  which  difiicully  has  arisen. 
1  Decow's  answer,  in  1st  vol.  Dcp.  p.  54,  we  find  him  admitting 
:at  there  was  a  ilispule  on  matters  of  Aiith  : 
"And  this  defendant,  further  answering,  saith,  that  he  has  been 
)mpeUed  rehictanliy  to  come  into  this  court  to  defend  the  property 
r  his  brethren.  And  alUiough  he  admits  that  there  may  be  some 
ifference  of  opinion  as  to  the  true  faith  and  discipline  of  the  society, 
ttweeu  the  great  majority  of  the  society  of  Friends,  to  whom  be 
elongs,  and  ihe  party  called  by  themselves  the  Orthodox  party, — the 
jciety  of  Friends  heretofore  hath  been  willing  to  consider  it  as  an 
onest  (liEferencc  of  opinion,  uncontaminated  by  feelings  of  avarlcs 
r  greediness  for  property  :  and  the  society  o(  Friends  have,  ther^ 
(re,  proposed  to  them  heretofore,  as  they  are  a  minority,  and  have 
rilhdrawn  from  communion  with  them,  and  seem  desirous  to  re- 
love  and  separate  altogether,  to  take  no  advantage  of  them  on' 
tat  account,  in  relation  to  the  property  ;  but  are  willing  and  dis- 
oaed  to  my  unto  them,  as  of  old,  Abraham  said  to  Lot, — We  w«rtf 
Hthfea  previously  to  your  separating  &om  Friends ;  and  the  whete 
f  ttw  property  which  we  held  while  in  umtyr  is  beioro  ua,  804* 
hiM  i*  enough  for  us  and  for  you.  And  in  orAet  that  then  aboullf 
•no  strife  between  them  on  that  account,  the  monthly  meeting  of 
ilwitctfield,  consisting  of  the  members  of  the  Chesterfield  prepan- 
Ito  meeting,  and  others,  made  the  propositioB  alluded  to  in  tiie  <bill' 
{  inteipioader,  for  &a  amicable  adjustment,  in  relation  to  the  rights 
f  property,  conformably  to  the  principles  of  jnadce  and  eqi^y  ; 
hv^y  maintaining  a  disposition  to  do  unto  others  at  thty  would 
tkv*  t^niifrf  do  unto  them — which  this  defendant  regrets  was  ra^ 
iMwl  inil  the  more  especially^  as  the  refusal  is  colo«n^  with  the 
■Mnw  of  conscientious  motives :  and  he  leaves  to  the  aud  Joeeph 
ftlBdriehjon  the  full  benefit  of  his  mode  of  escaping  from  the  obH- 
fUmm  of  the  rules  of  the  society,  violated  in  the  institution  of  this 
■fc" 

What  is  this  difficulty  as  to  faith  :  he  admits  (her&  is  a  diffeYeocey 
lot  only  as  to  discipline,  but  faith.  Do  they  disagree  on  any  other 
ifdiBal  points  oL  faith  which  have  been  embodied  in  the  creed  or 
wHif  (if  tbey  do>  not  like  the  Mher  term)  of  the  society  of  Friendsk 
liiA  a0  are  set  forth  in  thfe  bill  of  intei^leader  and  io  our  aoaw^  to 
(k  We  bear  of  nothing  else.  There  is  then  a  diHerence  of  faith. 
iirbiit  is  it  ?  Their  proclamation  contained  in  Exhibit  H. ,  put  fortk 
^tfaeyear  L627,  admits thatdoctrioes were in^dispute  :  "Doctrines 
mM  1^  one  part  of  society,  and  which  we  believe  to  be  sound  aai 
lltfyin^  are  pronounced  by  the  other  part  to  be  unsound'  antf 


What  MO  the  doctrines  here  referred- to?  The  oounsri  havo  at^ 
WqAed  to,  explain  away  this  passage,  said  says  it  refers  to  a  passage) 
Ncceduig.  "Hence  they  were  preiured  to  prpmulgatethe  glerioiiiF 
m^  tiiat God  alone  is  the  sovereiga'Lord' of  eonscieMe,and'tbat 
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wtth  this  unalienble  right,  no  power,  ciril  or  ecdesioftietli  ahould 
ever  interfera'^  Is  this  a  religious  doctrine  which  is  sound  snd  edi- 
fying ;  or  is  it,  on  the  other  hand,  a  principle  of  religious  liberty 
applicable  to  individuals  and  societies  in  respect  to  their  religious 
beliefs  ?  It  is  not  a  religious  doctrine — it  is  merely  the  privilege 
which  a  society  has  to  believe  in  and  hold  forth  their  religious  doc- 
trines. But  what,  I  again  ask,  are  the  doctrines  about  which  they 
are  disputing.  Will  the  gentleman  say  that  a  society  gathered  to- 
gether for  the  purpose  of  worshipping  God  would  consider  the  mere 
privilege  which  the  government  gives  them  to  worship  as  a  sound  h 
and  edifying  doctrine?  Or  do  they  consider  it  a  mere  privilege?  \ 
And  yet  the  gentleman  tells  you  that  in  their  proclamation  no  rdi-  \ 
gious  doctrines  were  i;^ ferred  to  but  only  this  great  political  truth.  \ 
Abraham  Lower  himself,  admits  not  only  that  doctrines  were  m 
dispute  between  those  parties,  but  also,  that  they  were  those  veij 
doctrines  on  which  he  says  the  court  have  no  right  to  interfere,  (lat 
.Vol.  £vid.  p.  473.)  He  was  asked  to  tell  what  the  doctrines  were 
which  their  address  of  April  1827  alluded  to,  and  he  said:  ^I 
rather  think  I  shall  not ;"  I  should  not  like  to  answer.  It  is  not  on 
questions  of  religious  liberty  ;  it  is  on  the  doctrines  themselves  that 
be  has  refused  to  answer,  and  here  we  have  his  admission,  that  doc- 
trines were  actually  in  dispute.  What  were  they  ?  they  are  to  be 
fimnd  in  a  paper  which  he  calls  a  creed  ;  it  is  exhibit  «No.  12,  page 
414,  2d  Vol.  Depositions,  viz.: 

<<  ^t  a  Meeting  for  Sufferings  held  in  Philadelphia^  the  nth 
ilf  First  month,  1823. 

^^Axk  Essay  containing  a  few  brief  extracts  from  the  writings  of 
our  primitive  Friends,  on  several  of  the  doctrines  of  the  christiaa 
religion,  which  have  been  always  held,  and  are  most  sorely  believed 
by  us,  being  produced  and  read;  on  solid  consideration,  they  appeued 
so  likely  to  be  productive  of  benefit,  if  a  publication  thereof  was 
made,  and  spread  among  our  members  generally,  that  the  committee 
appointed  on  the  printing  and  distribution  of  religious  books,  are 
durected  to  have  a  sufficient  number  of  them  struck  off,  and  distri- 
buted accordingly ;  being  as  follows : 

«  We  have  always  believed  that  the  Holy  Scriptures  were  wiitten 
by  divine  inspiration,  that  they  are  able  to  make  wise  unto  salvation, 
through  faith  which  is  in  Christ  Jesus  f  for,  as  holy  men  of  Qod 
spake  as  they  were  moved  by  the  Holy  Ghost,  they  are,  therefore, 
ptofitable  for  doctrine,  for  reproof,  for  correction,  for  instruction  in 
righteousness,  that  the  man  of  God  may  be  perfect,  thoroughly  fur- 
nished unto  all  good  works.  But  they  are  not,  or  cannot  be  'Subjected 
to  the  fallen,  corrupt  reason  of  man.  We  have  always  asserted  our 
willingness,  that  all  our  doctrines  be  tried  by  them ;  and  admit  it  as 
a  positive  maxim>  that  whatsoever  any  do  (pretending  to  the  ^irit) 
wnich  is  contrary  to  the  Scriptures,  be  accounted  and  judged  a  dehi- 
sioo  of  the  devil. 
**  We  receive  and  believe  in  the  testimony  of  the  Scriptures,  siaiply 
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s  it  stands  in  the  texl — 'There  are  three  that  bear  record  in  heoTen, 
he  Father,  the  Word,  and  the  Holy  Ghost,  and  these  three  are  one.' 

"  We  bciieve  in  the  only  wi.se,  omnipotent  and  everlasting  God, 
he  creator  of  all  thin^a  in  heaven  and  earth,  and  the  preserver  of  all 
hat  he  hath  made,  who  is  God  over  all,  bleBsed  Tor  ever. 

"  The  inlinite  and  most  wise  Cod,  who  is  llie  foundation,  root  and 
ipring  of  all  operalion,  hath  wrought  ail  thinga  by  his  eternal  Word 
ind  Son.  This  is  that  Word  that  was  in  the  beginning  with  God, 
ind  was  God  ;  by  whom  all  things  were  made,  and  without  whom 
vas  not  anything  made  (hat  was  made.  Jesus  Christ  is  the  beloved 
ind  only  begotten  Son  of  God,  who,  in  the  fulness  of  lime,  through 
Lhe  Holy  Ghosl,  wiis  conceived  and  born  of  the  Virgin  Mary — in 
ditn  we  have  redemption  through  his  blood,  eyen  the  forgiveness  of 
lina.  We  believe  that  he  was  made  a  sacrifice  for  sin,  who  knew  no 
sin  ;  that  he  was  crucified  fur  us  in  the  flesh,  was  buried  and  rose 
■gain  the  third  day  by  the  power  of  his  Father  for  our  justificatioa, 
ucended  up  into  heaven,  and  now  sitteth  at  the  right  hand  of  God, 

"  As  then  that  infinite  and  incomprehensible  Fountain  of  life  and 
motion,  operatelh  in  the  creatures  by  his  own  eternal  word  and 
power,  so  no  creature  has  access  again  unlo  him  but  in  and  by  the 
Son,  according  to  his  own  blessed  declaralion,  'No  man  knoweth 
the  Father  but  ihe  Son,  and  he  to  whom  the  Son  will  reveal  him.' 
Again, '  I  am  the  way,  the  truth  and  the  life :  no  man  conieth  unto 
the  Father  but  by  me.'  Hence  he  is  the  only  Mediator  between 
God  and  man :  for  having  been  with  God  from  all  eternity,  being 
himself  God,  and  also  in  lime  partaking  of  the  nature  man;  through 
him  is  the  goodness  and  love  of  God  conveyed  to  mankind,  and  by 
him  again  man  receiveth  and  partakelh  of  these  mercies. 

"We  ^knowledge,  that  of  ourselves  we  are  not  able  to  do  any 
thing  that  is  good  ;  neither  can  we  procure  remission  of  sins  or 
justification  by  any  act  of  our  own  ;  but  acknowledge  all  to  l>c  qf 
ind  Jrotn  his  love,  which  is  the  original  and  fundamental  cause  of 
our  acceptance.  'For  God  so  loved  the  world,  that  he  gave  his 
only  begotten  Son,  that  whosoever  believeth  in  him  should  not 
perish,  but  have  everlasting  life.' 

"  We  firmly  believe  it  was  necessary  that  Christ  should  come,  that 
by  his  death  and  suflerings,  he  might  offer  up  himself  a  sacrifice  to 
God  for  our  sins,  who  his  own  self  bare  our  sins  in  his  own  body  on 
the  tree  ;  so  we  believe  that  ihe  i-emis^on  of  sins  which  any  partake 
of^  is  only  in  and  by  virtue  of  that  most  satisfactory  sacrifice,  and 
no  otherwise.  For  it  is  by  the  obedience  of  that  one,  that  ihe  free 
^ft  is  come  upon  all  to  juslilicjitiou.  Thus  Christ  by  his  death  and 
Hifferings  halli  reconciled  us  to  God,  even  while  we  are  enomies; 
Ihal  is,  he  oilers  reconciliation  lo  us  ;  and  we  are  thereby  put  into  a 
opacity  of  being  reconciled.  God  is  willing  to  be  reconciled  tiplo 
js,  and  ready  to  remit  the  sins  ihat  are  past,  if  we  repent. 

"Jesus  Christ  is  the  inlercessor  and  advocate  with  the  Father  in 

leaven,  appe;iring  in  the  presence  of  God  for  us,  being  touched  with 
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a  feeling  of  our  infirmities,  mifieringSy  and  sorrows;  and  also  by  his 
Spirit  in  our  hearts,  he  maketh  intercession  according  to  the  will  of 
Grodf  crying  Abba,  Father.  He  tasted  death  for  every  man,  shed  his 
blood  for  all  men,  and  is  the  propitiation  for  our  sins,  and  not  for 
ours  only,  but  also  for  the  sins  of  the  whole  world.  He  alone  is 
our  Redeemer  and  Saviour,  the  captain  of  our  salvation,  the  promised 
seed,  who  bruises  the  serpent's  head  ;  the  alpha  and  omeea,  the  first 
and  the  last*  He  is  our  wisdom,  righteousness,  justification  and  r^ 
demption ;  neither  is  there  salvation  in  any  other ;  for  there  is  no 
odier  name  under  heaven,  given  among  men,  whereby  we  may  be 
saved. 

<<  As  he  ascended  far  above  all  heavens,  that  he  might  fill  all  things, 
his  fulness  cannot  be  comprehended  or  contained  in  any  finite  crei- 
ture,  but  in  some  measure  known  and  experienced  in  us,  as  we  are 
prepared  to  receive  the  same ;  as  of  his  fulness  we  have  received 
grace  for  grace.  He  is  both  the  word  of  faith  and  a  quickeniot 
)ipirit  in  us,  whereby  he  is  the  immediate  cause,  author,  object  and 
strength  of  our  living  faith  in  his  name  and  power,  and  of  tne  work 
of  our  salvation  from  sin  and  bondage  of  corruption. 

<<  The  Son  of  Grod  cannot  be  divided  from  the  least  or  lowest  ap- 
pearance of  his  own  divine  light  or  life  in  us,  no  more  than  the  san 
from  its  own  light :  nor  is  the  sufiSciency  of  his  light  within  set  op 
or  mentioned  in  opposition  to  him,  or  to  his  fulness  considered  u  ia 
:himself  or  without  us ;  nor  can  any  measure  or  decree  of  li^  re* 
ceived  from  Christ,  be  properly  called  the  fulness  of  Christ,  or  Christ 
as  in  fulness,  nor  exclude  him  from  being  our  complete  Saviour. 
And  where  the  least  degree  or  measure  of  this  light  and  life  of 
Christ  within,  is  sincerely  waited  in,  followed  and  oteyed,  thoe  ist 
blessed  increase  of  li^t  and  grace  known  and  felt ;  as  the  path  of 
the  just,  it  shines  more  and  more  until  the  perfect  day ;  and  th^eby 
a  growing  in  grace,  and  in  the  knowledge  of  Grod,  and  of  our  Lord 
and  Saviour  Jesus  Christ,  hath  been  and  is  truly  experienced. 

<«  Wherefore  we  say,  that  whatever  Christ  then  did,  both  living 
and  dying,  was  of  gxeat  benefit  to  the  salvation  of  all  that  have  b^ 
lieved,  and  now  do,  and  that  hereafter  shall  believe  in  him  unto  jufr 
tification  and  acceptance  with  God ;  but  the  way  to  come  to  that 
faith,  is  to  receive  and  obey  the  manifesution  of  his  divine  light  and 
grace  in  the  conscience,  which  leads  men  to  believe  and  value,  and 
hot  to  disown  or  undervalue  Christ,  as  the  common  sacrifice  and  me- 
diator.    For  we  do  affirm,  that  to  follow  this  holy  light  in  the  con- 
science, and  to  turn  our  minds,  and  bring  all  our  deeds  and  thoogbis 
to  it,  is  the  readiest,  nay,  the  only  right  way,  to  have  true,  livinjf^ 
and  sanctifying  faith  in  Christ,  as  he  appeued  in  the  flesh  $  and  ta 
discern  the  IxMrd's  bodv,  coming,  and  sufferings  aright,  and  to  re- 
ceive any  real  benefit  by  him  as  our  only  sacrifice  and  mediator; 
according  to  the  beloved  disciple's  emphaticd  testimony,  '  If  we 
walk  in  the  light,  as  he  (God)  is  in  the  light,  we  have  fellowship 
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«  with  toother,  and  the  blood  of  Jenu  Chrirt  his  Son  cleanseth 
from  all  ain.' 

**  By  the  propitiatory  sacrifice  of  Christ  without  us,  we,  truly  re- 
toting  SDd  belieriog,  are,  through  the  msrcy  of  God,  justified  from 
e  iraputetioD  of  sins  and  transgresaioDS  that  are  past,  aa  though 
ey  had  never  been  committed :  and  by  the  mighty  work  of  Christ 
ithin  us,  the  power,  nature,  and  habits  of  sin  are  destroyed  ;  that 
aiD  once  reigned  unto  death,  even  bo  dow  grac^  reigneth  through 
^Iteousness  unto  eternal  life,  by  Jesus  Christ  our  Lord. 
"  Signed  on  behalf  of  the  meeting, 

"Jonathan  Evans,  Clerk." 
Abraham  Lower  states  that  the  objection  of  his  party  to  that  papftr 
littg  published  was,  that  it  coDtained  a  creed;  and  another  of  their 
itoeaaes  gives  a  different  explanalioD.  Samuel  Bettle  says,  that 
hen  these  matters  tvere  brought  up  for  inquiry  before  the  yewly 
B^ng  of  1823,  the  party  who  have  since  become  seceders,  uot 
ily  exposed  that  paper,  as  containing  a  creed,  but  they  found  faidt 
itli  the  doctrines  expressed  in  it,  and  one  of  them  said  that  the 
aipture  text,  "  there  are  three  that  bear  record  In  heaven,"  was  a 

rted  text^and  endeavoured  to  show  that  it  was  spurious.  Another 
the  doctrines  it,  contained  were  contrary  to  Scripture,  reason, 
4  revelation.  (See  1st  Vol.  Dep.  p.  '72.)  Here  then,  they  were 
■pntinK  not  merely  that  it  was  a  creed,  and  therefore  inadmissible. 
It  that  it  contained  doctrines  in  which  they  did  not  unite.  Did  w« 
Impt  to  make  that  a  creed  ?  or  was  it  merely  put  forth  to  riiow 
hat  were  the  true  doctrines  of  the  ancient  society  of  Friends? 
lost  certainly  it  was  for  the  latter  purpose. — Taking,  therefore,  into 
Krideration  these  two  papers,  and  the  explanation  of  Samuel  Bettle 
pd  Abraham  Lower,  we  are  enabled  to  say  with  certainty,  that  doc- 
Rtfa  were  in  dispute,  and  that  they  were  precisely  tliose  which  we 
ire  set  forth.  Thomas  Evans,  in  his  Deposition,  vol.  Ist,  p.  306, 
js>  that  all  the  controversies  grew  out  of  doctrines. 
•■  iiueatioju  Did  all  the  difficulties  which  occurred  in  that  yearly 
•etin^  and  which  led  to  the  aecesaion^f  a  portion  of  the  society, ' 
upnate  from  the  differences  of  opinion  entertained  by  the  society 
'Elias  Hicks,  and  the  doctrines  which  he  taught? 
"^nstoer.  In  all  the  quarterly  meetings  of  that  yearly  meeting, 
bare  any  difficulties  had  existed  previously  to  the  yearly  meeting 
'  18S7,  they  arose  out  of,  or  were  connected  with,  the  controversy 
^Meting  the  doctrines  of  Elias  Hicks,  and  were  occasioned,  either 
rtbe  attempts  of  his  followers,  to  introduce  innovations  on  the 
taUished  usages  and  the  discipline  of  the  society,  or  to  impede 
•  execution  and  support  of  the  discipline  and  order  i>f  society 
fiirtber  their  views.  In  at  least  two  of  the  quarterly  meetings, 
B  first  difficulties  which  occurred  at  all,  were  produced  by  the  pro- 
•ition  to  separate  I  and,  1  thiuk,  in  six  of  them,  tltera  had  been  no 
Seulty  previous  to  the  yearly  meeting  of  1827.  I  consider  the 
hole  of  the  difficulties  into  which  the  society  has  been  Unhappily- 
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introduced,  as  attributable,  directly  or  indirectly,  to  the  attempts 
made  by  Elias  Hicks  and  his  rollowers,  to  promulgate  doctrines  con- 
trary to  those  of  the  religious  society  of  Friends,  and  to  change  its 
organization  and  discipline." 

Samuel  Parsons,  Vol.  1st,  p.  199,  says,  that  the  term  **  Hicksite," 
was  used  by  Elias  Hicks  himself,  and  approved.  Abraham  Lower 
says,  Elias  Hicks  was  a  hundred  years  ahead  of  the  society,  and  that 
new  views  had  opened  upon  him.     In  vol.  1st,  p.  214,  of  these-De- 

Eositions,  the  witness  after  describing  the  doctrines  held  by  Elias 
[icks,  states : 

<^  During  that  opportunity,  he  also  declared,  that  <  as  it  was  lawful 
and  right  for  George  Fox,  in  his  day,  to  diSer  in  sentiment  from  the 
pf^vailing  doctrines  of  the  age,  and  to  make  advances  in  the  refo^ 
mation,  so  it  was  right  for  him,  meaning  himself,  E.  H.  to  make  fu^ 
ther  advances.'  In  objecting  to  the  propriety  of  his  promulgating 
such  opinions  in  the  meetings  of  Friends,  and  imposing  them  as  the 
doctrines  of  our  society,  I  expressed  my  belief,  <  that  if  he  persisted 
to  do  so,  it  would  produce  in  our  society  the  greatest  schism  that  had 
ever  happened.^     He  admitted  it  would  produce  a  schism,  but  said, 

<  it  would  be  of  short  duration,  for  his  doctrines  must  and  would  pre- 
vail.'" 

This  then,  is  an  admission  on  the  part  of  Elias  Hicks,  whom  we 
have  identified  with  this  party,  that  he  entertained  doctrines  different 
from  those  of  the  ancient  society  of  Friends ;  and  to  excuse  himself 
on  this  ground,  he  says  not  only  that  he  had  got  in  advance  of  the 
society,  but  that  the  ancient  Friends  refused  to  come  out,  or  that  they 
would  have  advanced  the  same  sentiments.  Let  me  call  the  attes- 
tion  of  the  court  to  the  testimony  of  Samuel  Parsons,  vol.  1st  p.  173. 

<<Th^  unsound  opinions  and  doctrines  promulgated  by  Elias 
Hicks,  and  for  which  he  was  disowned,  were  generally  in  relation  to 
the  Holy  Scriptures,  and  to  the  character  of  the  Saviour. 

<<In  relation  to  the  character  of  the  Saviour,  I  have  heard  him  ex- 
press in  his  public  communications,  the  following  sentiments  :  ^The 
people  must  be  totally  turnei  from  any  attention  to  the  outward  ma- 
nifestation or  sufferings  of  Jesus,  the  Messiah  of  the  Jews,  the  desiga 
of  whose  coming  was  to  put  an  end  to  the  law  of  Moses  and  its  o^ 
dinances.  He  was  an  Israelite,  and  was  not  furnished  with  any 
more  ability  than  the  other  Israelites.'  <  Jesus  never  gave  himself 
a  higher  character  than  the  son  of  man.'  <  There  is  no  mediator  be- 
twixt God  and  man ;  it  would  be  unreasonable  to  believe  that  he  had 
ever  directed  one  Son  of  God  to  reveal  his  will  to  all  the  other  sons 
of  God.'  <  Jesus  was  the  first  Son  of  God  : '  <  mentioning  the  name 
of  Jesus  Christ,  is  a  species  of  idolatry.'  <  We  can  all  attain  to  the 
same  state  that  Jesus  did,  to  be  equal  with  God,  as  the  sons  of  a  fa- 
mily are  equal  with  the  father,  who  takes  counsel  with  them.'  <  It 
was  never  designed  or  intended  that  he  should  suffer  death  by  men, 
for  what  man  would  be  saved  by  the  blood  of  an  innocent  brother?' 

<  With  regard  to  the  Almighty  ^sspeakmg  by  his  Son  ;  what  kind  of 
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ft  father  wtsfoid  thai  be,  that  wonid  speak  to  his  children  by  his  eldest 
son,  instead  of  speaking  directly  to  them  ?  ^  <  He  was  inferior^  see* 
ing  there  could  be  but  one  that  had  no  beginning,  and  that  was  the 
Almighty/  <  With  regard  to  the  miracles  which  he  wrought,  it  waf 
the  weakest  evidence  which  could  be  afforded ;  only  suited  to  that 
low  dispensation,  and  was  no  evidence  to  us ;  if  there  would  be  any 
use  in  it,  men  might  work  miracles  now.' 

^<  On  the  subject  of  the  Holy  Scriptures,  he  said,  <  the  Scriptures 
say  one  thing,  and  one  another,  and  it  cannot  be  ascertained  from 
them,  whether  Jesus  was  the  son  of  Joseph,  or  not.'  <  Inhere  were 
thirty  gospels  written,  and  those  we  have  left,  were  selected  in  the 
dark  night  of  apostacy.^  <  The  Scriptures  may  be,  and  no  doubt 
aiei  useful  in  the  early  part  of  a  rehgious  life ;  yet  as  pointing  to 
something  better,  they  are  of  no  use  when  an  advanced  state  is  at- 
tained to.  Amidst  much  good,  there  is  a  great  deal  that  is  other- 
wise; the  narratives  of  the  evangelists  are  full  of  inconsistencies 
with  each  other ;  it  had  been  better  there  had  been  only  one,  and- 
then  it  could  not  at  least  have  been  charged  with  inconsistency ; 
there  was  but  one  copy  formerly  extant,  which  the  pope  got,  and 
modelled  to  his  mind.'  <  There  is  no  reliance  to  be  placed  on  books 
or  men ;  all  outward  means  are  to  be  rejected,  and  all  external  minn 
eles  bad  no  effect  in  promoting  the  gospel.' 

<<  These  sentiments  were  publicly  expressed  by  him  in  the  meet- 
ings of  the  society ;  and  for  persevering  in  preaching  and  teaching 
theaiy  he  was  disowned.  After  his  disownment  he  was  generally 
repoted  to  be  in  full  unity  with  the  meeting  in  Green  street,  and 
that  spoken  of  in  New  York,  in  correspondence  with  it ;  and  was 
an  ftocepted  minister  with  them ;  it  is  well  understood  to  be  the 
case.^' 

And  also  of  William  Jackson,  vol.  1,  p.  100.  Joseph  Whitall^ 
voL  1,  p.  215,  testifies  to  the  same  fact :  and  Thomas  Willis,  in  p. 
109  to  112,  and  in  p.  142,  156,  and  161.  Samuel  Parsons  says  that 
he  called  on  Elias  Hicks  about  the  commencement  of  his  defection 
and  that  he  found  him  reading  Dr.  Priestley's  History  of  the  Cor^ 
raptions  of  the  Church,  and  the  << Celestial  Magnet."  The  mere 
reading  of  these  works  would  be  nothing  to  the  purpose  :  but  he  ap- 
proved of  it  and  circulated  one  number  of  the  <<  Celestial  Magnet'^ 
eontaining  the  socinian  doctrines  of  Priestley. 

The  court  will  perceive  from  our  testimony,  that  Elias  Hicks  is 
proved  to  have  rejected  the  certainty  and  divine  authority  of  the 
Seriptures,  and  he  speaks  of  them  as  containing  mere  allegories  in 
one  part,  that  is,  in  respect  to  the  creation  of  the  world.  In  another 
part  he  speaks  of  the  Messiah  as  a  mere  Israelite,  standing  on  the 
same  footing  as  a  mere  man.  He  entirely  rejected  the  proper  di- 
vinity and  atonement  vf  Jesus  Christ  Have  these  witnesses  testi- 
fied to  what  is  true  ?  they  are  aged  n^en,  ministers  of  the  ffispAj 
frequently  in  the  habit  of  meeting  Elias  Hicks,  and  hearing  him  ex- 
hii  opinions.    They  posseted  the  requisite  knowiedgjQ  and 
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intelligence  to.undentand  what  those  opinions  truly  were;  they  had 
frequent  opportunities  td  hear  him,  and  they  allege  that  the  portioa 
of  the  society  which  have  seceded  were  in  full  union  with  him  to  the 
period  of  his  death,  and  that  after  his  death  they  have  continued  to 
promulgate  the  religious  sentiments  which  he  promulgtted.  Is  this 
testimony  true  ?  If  not,  that  party  had  ample  opportunity  to  show 
it;  but  they  have  not  brought  one  witness  to  contradict  it. 

There  is  another  point  of  view  in  which  this  evidence  ought  to  4)e 
considered.  Elias  Hicks  was  not  a  private  member  holding  these 
doctrines,  but  a  minister  of  the  gospel,  and  preached  them  repeatedly 
and  publicly,  and  there  were  others  in  unity  with  him,  who  also 
preached  the  same  doctrines. 

Samuel  Bettle,  and  Thomas  Evans,  in  vol.  i.  p.  313,  and  307*8^ 
gay,  that  there  were  other  ministers  attached  to  that  part  of  the  so- 
ciety of  Friends,  as  well  as  Elias  Hicks,  who  were  in  the  habit  of 
preaehing  these  doctrines.  We  have  procured  some  of  tkesermoos; 
<and  we  shall  now  proceed  to  read  some  extracts,  to  show  that  those 
doctrines  to  which  so  many  living  witnesses  have  testified,  has  been 

Eut  on  record  by  the  parties  themselves,  and  that  it  remains  to  this 
our  without  contradiction  or  denial.    I  read  from  Hick»'  Sermons^ 
exhibit  24,  page  10: 

**  Who  was  his  father  ? — He  was  begotten  of  God.  We  cannot 
suppose  that  it  was  the  outward  body  of  flesh  and  blood  that  was  be- 
gotten of  God,  but  a  birth  of  the  spiritual  life  in  the  souL  We  must 
apply  it  internally  and  spiritually.  For  nothing  can  be  a  son  of  God, 
but  that  which  is  spirit;  and  nothing  but  the  soul  of  man  i9a  reci- 
pient for  the  light  and  Spirit  of  God.  Therefore,  nothing  can  be  t 
son  of  Grod  but  that  which  is  immortal  and  invisible.  Nothing  visi- 
ble can  be  a  son  of  Grod.  Every  visible  thing  must  come  to  an  end, 
and  we  must  know  the  mortality  of  it.  Flesh  and  blood  cannot  enter 
into  heaven. — By  the  analogy  of  reason  spirit  cannot  beget  a  mate- 
rial body,  because  the  thing  begotten  must  be  of  the  same  nature 
^ith  its  father.  Spirit  cannot  beget  anything  but  spirit;  it  cannot 
beget  flesh  and  blood — No,  my  friends,  it  is  impossible.'^ 

Page  50:  <<<  I  am  the  way,  the  truth,  and  the  life,'  Jesus  declared, 
when  he  was  outwardly  present  as  a  teacher  and  Messiah  to  Israel 
They  did  not  look  any  higher.  He  was  their  director,  their  saviour. 
He  it  was,  that  saved  them  from  their  outward  sicknesses.  He  was 
only  an  outward  saviour  that  healed  their  outward  diseases,  and  gave 
them  strength  of  body,  to  enjoy  that  outward  good  land-  Thie  was 
a  figure  of  the  great  Comforter,  which  he  would  pray  the  Father  to 
send  them;  an  inward  one,  that  would  heal  all  the  diseases  of  their 
souls,  and  cleanse  them  from  all  their  inward  pollutions:  that  thing 
of  God,  that  thing  of  eternal  life.  It  was  the  soul  that  wanted  sal- 
vation: but  this  no  outward  saviour  could  dai^  no  external  saviour 
could  have  any  hand  in  it'' 

Page  252:  **  Here  now,  we  all  have  a  portion  of  the  same  light; 
for  *  the  life  was  the  light  of  men,'  and  it  remains  eternally  so.    It 
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all  comes  from  God,  and  is  dispensed  to  the  children  of  men — and  it 
was  to  Jesus  Christy  likewise,  as  man — in  the  same  proportion  as  to 
inscrutable  wisdom  seemed  necessary  and  consistent,  to  effect  the 
great  design,  in  the  creation  and  i*edemption  of  the  children  of  men/' 
Page  253:  ^  He  was  tempted  in  all  points  as  we  are.  Now  how 
could  he  be  tempted  if  he  had  been  fixed  in  a  state  of  perfection,  in 
which  he  could  not  turn  aside  ?  Can  you  suppose,  as  rational  beings, 
that  such  a  being  could  be  tempted  ?  No,  not  any  more  than  God 
Almighty  could  be  tempted.  Perfection  is  perfection,  and  cannot  be 
tempted.     It  is  impossible.'^ 

Page  258:  ^  We  read  that  he  was  taken  up  and  set  upon  a  pinna- 
cle of  the  temple.  And  do  you  suppose  there  was  some  power  which 
actually  took  him  up,  and  set  him  upon  a  pinnacle  ?  No,  I  hope  there 
are  none  so  ienorant  as  to  suppose  so.  It  was  a  temptation  to  exalt 
himself,  for  his  righteousness — his  goodness.  And  have  you  not, 
many  of  you,  been  set  upon  this  pinnacle  of  high  honour  ?  Have 
yon  not  a  little  religious  pride  ?  What  was  that  saying  then,  to  the 
tempter?  He  was  placed  in  a  dangerous  situation;  but  not  more  so 
than  the  soul  is  when  tempted  to  aspire  in  consequence  of  its  righte- 
OQsness.  The  tempter  <  saith  unto  him,  if  thou  be  the  son  of  God, 
cast  thyself  down:  {or  it  is  written,  he  shall  give  his  angels  charge 
concerning  thee ;  and  in  their  hands  they  shall  bear  thee  up,  lest  at 
any  lime  thou  dash  thy  foot  against  a  stone.^ " 

Page  292:  <<  If  we  believe  that  God  is  equal  and  righteous  in  all 
his  ways,  that  he  has  made  of  one  blood  all  the  families  that  dwell 
upon  tfie  earth,  it  is  impossible  that  he  should  be  partial;  and  there- 
fere  he  has  been  as  willing  to  reveal  his  will  to  every  creature,  as  he 
was  to  our  first  parents ;  to  Moses  and  the  prophets ;  to  Jesus  Christ 
and  his  apostles.  He  never  can  set  any  of  these  above  us ;  because 
if  he  did  he  would  be  partial. '^ 

Pa^  295:  «  Not  the  name  of  Jesus  Christ  will  save  us: — no ;  but 
that  light  and  life  that  was  in  him — ^that  was  in  the  beginning  with 
God;  by  which  the  worlds  were  made,  and  that  light,  it  is  declared, 
<  enlighteneth  every  man  that  cometh  into  the  world.'  Therefore, 
every  one  of  us  has  the  same  light  and  life,  according  to  his  neces- 
ftty,  as  Jesns  Christ  had,  in  his  proportion." 

From  the  Quaker,  vol,  iv.  pages  54,  64, 74,  104, 167,  208 :  "  For 
mch  is  the  goodness  of  Almighty  God,  that  when  his  children  are 
enveloped  in  darkness,  he  labours  with  them  every  day  to  raise  op 
here  one,  and  there  one,  as  witnesses  to  testify  to  those  individuals 
that  the  way  is  in  them — thus  striving  to  gather  them  home.  And 
this  is  all  that  I  can  do ;  it  is  the  very  work  that  Jesus  Christ  had  to 
do.  His  finishing  work  was  to  tell  the  disciples  where  to  find  the 
tme  Saviour." 

<^  Moses,  the  prophets,  Jesus  Christ,  and  all  his  apOstles  and  faith- 
ful disciples,  never  did  nor  could  go  any  further  than  to  recommend 
to  the  light  within,  the  Spirit  of  God,  which  Jesus  said  to  his  disci- 
pies  should  teach  them  all  things,  and  bring  all  thingji  to  their  re\nn«L- 
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tarftiiee,  whttfloever  he  had  «aid  unto  them^  or  all  that  was  neeeasary 
for  them  to  know/' 

«  What  is  the  son  of  Ood,  and  where  is  he  ?  Do  the  proreaaora  of 
ebristianity  think  that  that  Jesus,  born  of  the  Virgin  Mary^  is  the 
only  son  of  Grod  that  can  give  us  a  knowledge  of  the  Father  ?  They 
must  be  dark  indeed — he  can  do  nothing  for  any  of  usl'' 

<<  H^re  we  learn,  that  in  his  external  tnanifestatioOy  he  was  not 
truly  and  properly  a  SavioUr  of  souls;  for  he  had  bc^n  bom  and 
had  liVed  under  the  shadowy  dispensation,  which'  from  the  beginniog 
to  the  end  was  nothing  but  a  figure,  as  it  respects  the  soul  and  itssal- 
vttion.  He  was  an  external  Saviour  to  the  Israelites,  and  to  the  Is- 
nelites  only,  except  in  an  instance  or  two.  He  saved  them  from 
Ibeir  pollutions,  and  their  diseases  of  various  kioda  that  attended 
them;  such  as  theJeprosy,  blindness,  deafness.^' 

«  We  may  call  it  the  light  of  Christ,  for  it  is  the  same  li^t  that  he 
was  enlightened  with ;  and  the  apostle  tells  us  that  it  enlighteneth 
every  man  that  cometh  into  the  world.     But  as  JesuB  was  looked 

ri  as  a  man,  when  on  earth,  the  light  in  that  body  that  walked 
t  the  streets  of  Jerusalem,  was  no  more  than  is  in  every  creature 
aia  a'^manifestatioH  of  that  light  in  them,  which  would  do  the  same 
work  for  them  that  it  did  for  Jesus  Christ  the  son  of  Abraham^  and 
tb^son  of  David.'' 

«  Well,  these  are  beautiful  figures  or  representationa;  for  all  the 
work  of  Jesus  in  that  outward  manifestatioo,  was  comprehended 
in  that  shadowy  dispensation^  and^  as  respects  the  soul,  was  nothing 
bnt  shadow/' 

<<  And  nothing  else  can  be  a  child  of  God,  but  the  rational  soul  of 
vian ;  it  must  be  bom  of  God.  And  when  anything  is  a  child  of 
God,  it  must  partake  of  his  divine  nature,  and  be  completely  swal- 
lowed up  into  it,  as  Jesus  Christ  was,  who  had  the  nature  of  the  Father, 
«nd  was  actuated  by  the  same  light  and  power,  yet  he  derived  it  all 
from  the  Father,  as  we  must  as  the  apostle  says:  <  For  as  many  as  are 
J^  by  the  Spirit  of  God,  they  are  the  sons  of  'God ;' — <  And  if  chil- 
clren>  then  heirs;  heirs  of  God^  and  joint  heirs  with  Jesus  Christ' " 

Exhibit  26f  2d  vol.  Quaker,  p.  151,  a  sermon  by  Edward  Hicks: 
^  I  ask,  then,  the  question,  how  Sid  he  leave  the  bosom  of  his  Fa- 
4faer  ?  Can  we  form  no  other  idea  than  that  of  a  corporeal  being, 
leaving  a  located  place  somewhere  above  the  clouds,  and  ooBiing 
down  to  this  earth  ?  Is  this  the  coming  into  the  world  that  is  meant? 
1  want  us  to  go  deeper — to  come  to  the  spirituality  of  these  things, 
itnd  to  recognise  a  spiritual  Saviour,  rather  than  an  outward  and  ooi^ 
poreal  ope.  Because  it  is  only  a  spiritual  one  that  can  save  us  from 
mn.  That  animal  body  that  appeared  at  Jerusalem,  had  its  use  and 
day,  but  the  spirit  that  was  clothed  upon  by  the  fulness  of  divine 
power,  this  was  the  Saviour — this  is  the  Saviour  to  whom  I  look  for 
salvation,  and  not  by  any  means  to  anything  outward  or  CDr|M>reaL" 

First  vol.  Quaker,  237,  a  sermon  of  Elias  Hicks  t  <<  This  was  his 
eresa — ^tbis  it  was  that  he  waa  willing  to  submit  t0|  nnder  every 


nptatioD:  and  he  kept  to  this  cross  to  the  utmost,  for  he  vnt 
mpted  in  all  points  as  we  are,  and  he  bad  the  same  desires  and  pro- 
flsitiea  that  we  have,  yet  he  stood  firm,  because  he  was  instructed 
d  led  to  see  bimself  a  poor  creature.  He  had  no  merit  of  bis  own 
■he  was  a  poor  helpless  male  infant,  whose  life  was  dependant,  under 
od,  on  the  nursing  of  his  mother." 

We  shall  next  cite  a  few  paHsagea  on  the  subject  of  the  atonement; 
1  vol.  Quaker,  p.  314,  a  sermon  by  Ellas  Hicks:  "But  some  would 
isared  by  an  imputative  righteousness,  the  righteousness  of  one  who 
red  1800  years  ago.  And  here  they  will  contend  about  it,  and 
tewise  assert  that  his  crucifixion  on  the  cross  atoned  for  the  sins  of 
ankind." 

Second  vol.  Quaker,  p.  168,  sermon  by  Edward  Hicks:  "His 
otk  he  declared  to  be  finished  previous  to  his  being  crucified  in 
at  outward  body.  Therefore,  what  must  we  suppose  will  become 
'(he  doctrine  so  generally  received  in  the  christian  world,  that  one 
:tbe  main  purposes  of  his  mission  Was  for  him  to  suffer  in  that  out- 
ird  body,  without  the  gates  of  Jerusalem, as  a  propitiatory  sacrifice 
r  the  sins  of  the  whole  world.  Here  is  a  difficulty;  for  he  posi- 
Tdy  declares  that  he  had  glorified  bisFather,andfiDlBhed  the  work 
lat  the  Father  had  given  him  to  do.  Now  it  must  follow  as  a  ra- 
oital  and  clear  conclusion,  to  every  intelligent  mind,  that  he  must 
ire  told  the  truth  or  an  untruth.  If  he  told  the  truth,  then  he  had 
Dished  the  work  which  his  Heavenly  Father  had  given  him  to  do ; 
id  if  he  told  an  untruth,  the  work  must  have  been  yet  to  do.  But 
aiD  not  disposed  to  believe  this, — I  do  believe  in  (he  truth  of  the 
mphatjc  testimony^  of  the  Saviour  himself,  <  1  have  finished  the 
wk:'  and  therefore  thai  his  sufferings  in  the  outward  body,  were 
ever  incorporated  in  the  original  design  of  the  blessed  Saviour's 
aming  into  the  world." 

Second  volume  Quaker,  p.  215,  sermon  by  Thomas  Wetheratd : 
'Many  thousands  have  endeavoured  to  throw  the  punishment  of 
heir  sins  upon  Christ,  and  have  been  depending  on  the  blood  shed 
'ilhout  the  gates  of  Jerusalem  a.t  an  atonement  for  their  sins;  but 
■to  and  futile  are  such  ideas;  they  have  their  origin  in  ignorance, 
iperstition,  and  spiritual  idleness;  and  it  is  because  we  are  not  wil- 
og  to  work  daily  for  our  daily  bread,  and  to  know  a  purification 
Seeted  in  our  souls,  from  those  things  which  have  a  contaminating 
ifluence  upon  Ihem;  and,  therefore,  we  are  willing  to  throw  our  de- 
cadence and  hope,  false  as  they  are,  on  the  righteous  Jesus  ;  we  are 
illiog  that  he  should  bear  the  punishment  for  our  sins,  while  we 
lopt  unto  ourselves  his  righteousness  as  our  own." 

We  will  now  read  some  passages  on  the  subject  of  the  Scripture*: 
ticks'  Sermons,  p.  95:  "  How  is  this  mystery  Babylon  built?  It  rs 
uilt  of  the  best  external  materials ;  the  best  of  all  letter  that  ever  was 
TiUen  on  aartb,  and  after  all,  it  is  nothing  but  letter.  It  is  that  which 
le  wisdom  of  man  has  devised,  and  which  he  can  work  in  for  the 
ike  of  bis  own  aggrandizement.  They  areBtriT\i:i%to\»%&.\ivwi'^t<i^ 
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,  thing  like  the  great  city  formerly;  that  they  who  build  it  have  aome- 
thing  to  boast  of.  Is  not  this  great  Babylon,  that  we  have  built,  by 
our  own  wisdom  and  by  our  own  power?  These  materials  they  haye 
at  their  own  command;  the  letter  of  the  Scriptures,  from  which  they 
can  take  everything  thai  is  suitable  for  tfie  deceivings  of  anti-christ, 
to  deceive  the  people.  Now  it  is  out  of  this  Babylon,  that  the  Lord's 
children  are  called  to  'come  out;' — out  of  these  mixtures,  that  are 
built  up  in  the  wisdom  of  science,  and  the  contrivance  of  the  crea- 
ture; for  they  are  all  deceptions  and  deceit'' 

**If  the  Scriptures  were  absolutely  necessary,  he  had  power  to 
communicate  them  to  all  the  nations  of  the  earth,  for  he  has  his  way 
as  a  path  in  the  clouds:  he  knows  how  to  deal  out  to  all  his  rational 
children.  But  they  are  not  necessary,  and  perhaps  not  suited  to  any 
other  people^  than  they  to  whom  they  were  written."  Philadelphia 
^   Sermons,  page  119. 

^  One  would  suppose  that  to  a  rational  mind,  the  hearing  and  read- 
ing of  the  instructive  parables  of  Jesus  would  have  a  tendency  to  re- 
form and  turn  men  about  to  truth  and  lead  them  on  in  it.  But  they 
have  no  such  effects  Ibid.  p.  129. 

<<  They  have  been  so  bound  up  in  the  letter,  that  they  think  they 
must  attend  to  it,  to  the  exclusion  of  everything  else.  Here  itfaa 
abominable  idol  worship,  of  a  thing  without  any  l\fe  at  all,  a  dead 
monument,^'    Ibid.  p.  139. 

<<  The  great  and  only  thing  needful  then  is,  to  turn  inward,  afed 
turn  our  back  upon  the  letter,  for  it  is  all  shadow.*^     Ibid.  p.  1225. 

<<  Now  the  book  we  read  in  says,  ^  Search  the  Scripurtes,'  bviithis 
is  incorrect,  we  must  all  see  it  is  incorrect;  because  we  have  all 
reason  to  believe  they  read  the  Scriptures,  and  hence  they  accused 
Jesus  of  being  an  impostor."     Ibid.  p.  314. 

"  He  [Jesus]  does  not  move  us  in  Ihe  least  degree  to  any  book 
or  writing  whatever,  but  leaves  everything  outward  entirely  behind     j 
as  having  passed  by,  for  he  abolished  all  external  evidence,  as  not    1 
being  capable  of  bringing  about  salvation  to  the  soul."    See  Quaker;    { 
E.  Hicks'  sermon,  vol.  ii.  264.  ^ 

"  No  experience  will  ever  be  worth  anything  to  us,  which  is  not 
our  own  experience,  begotten  through  the  influence  of  the  blessed 
Spirit  of  God."     N.  York  Sermons,  p.  1 23. 

Thomas  Wetherald,  at  an  irregular  meeting  held  at  Green  street, 
says,  <'  And  I  want  us  therefore,  in  our  investigation  of  spiritual 
thiiigs,  to  bring  spiritual  evidence  to  prove  spiritual  truths.  Let  us 
attend  to  spiritual  reflections,  and  not  be  looking  to  the  Scriptures, 
and  to  the  systems  of  men,  and  to  the  words  of  preachers;  for  all 
these  being  of  an  external  character,  can  only  form  an  ignis  fatuus^ 
jvvhich  Meads  to* bewilder  and  dazzles  to  blind.^"  Quaker,  vol.  ii. 
p.  217. 

In  accordance  with  the  above  sentiments  conceining  the  Holy  | 
Scriptures,  the  Berean  says,  ^'  In  vain  does  any  man  quote  the  Scrip-  I 
/ures  as  authority  for  his  opinions;  for  if  they  have  not  been  im- 
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nedUtely  rereded  to  his  owd  mind  by  the  Holy  Spirit,  they  deserve 
lo  better  name  as  it  respects  him,  than  peculations.*'  Vol.  ii. 
p.  811. 

■'Those  revelations  were  for  other  times  and  other  states,  and  not 
'or  ua.  They  belong  to  those  to  whom  they  were  immediately  r&« 
realed.  And  that,  and  only  that,  which  is  immediately  revealed  to 
JB,  belon|p  in  like  manner  to  us  and  to  uaonly."     Ibid.  p.  212. 

•'  Now  the  revelations  respectinf^  the  nature  of  God,  which  were 
made  to  the  Israelites,  are  true  when  viewed  as  in  connexion  with, 
ind  as  having  relation  to  their  spiritual  condition^  but  to  any  other 
ttaiCfthey  are  not  true;  therefore,  such  revelations  abstractedly 
taken,  are  not  true  in  themselves — ake  not  thb  thdth  of 
BOD."     Ibid.  vol.  i.  p.  403. 

We  might  cite  many  more  passages,  but  we  have  already  laid  be- 
fore you  sufficient  to  show  the  character  of  the  sermons,  and  the  kind   ' 
dT  doctrines  which  were  preached  in  that  part  of  the  Bociety,  and  that 
ibey  were  fully  adopted  and  promulgated  by  their  ministers. 

It  18  said  that  these  books  of  sermons  have  not  been  approved  by 
their  meeting  of  sufferings.  The  court  will  recollect  that  we  do 
not  ofler  them  as  standard  works,  published  by  private  members,  but 
Bwrely  as  a  specimen  of  the  kind  of  sermons  preached  by  their 
ministers  in  Uieir  public  assemblies,  aod  as  fully  corroborating  the 
tMtimony  of  the  witnesses.  Now  this  is  a  very  different  thing 
(ram  their  standard  works.  Any  individual  may  write  his  opinions, 
bat  the  society  is  not  responsible  for  them  unless  it  sanctions  and 
id^sthem. 

One  of  the  great  objects  of  a  society  is  to  promulgate  its  doc- 
trines, and  to  take  care  that  the  ministers  by  whom  ihey  are  to  be 
pRadied  and  put  forth  are  sound  in  their  faith  :  and  if  they  are  not 
tbj  they  are  to  be  stopped.  When  we  find  certain  doctrines  preached 
by  ministers  accepted  by  them,  and  in  full  unity  with  them,  it  is  a 
rery  strong  evidence  that  they  are  entertained,  and  we  have  proved 
(hat  Klias  Hicks,  who  was  evidently  the  leader  of  this  party,  and 
with  whom  they  were  in  full  communion,  did  preach  these  unsound 
doctrines.  But  I  will  take  a  witness  from  the  other  side,  Abraham 
Lower,  vol.  i.  p.  468. 

■•  Q.  Was  £lias  Hicks  in  unity  with  the  yearly  meeting  you  be- 
kmg  to,  up  to  the  time  of  his  decease  ? 

"A.  I  think  he  was. 

"Q.  Did  he  attend  that  meeting  in  Fourth-monih,  1828  ? 

«A.  I  am  almost  always  at  a  loss  about  dates.     1  think  he  did. 

"Q.  Did  that  meeting  make  a  minute  expressive  of  their  satts- 
iaetioa  with  his  company  and  services  ? 

"A.  I  think  it  did.     I  include  his  company  and  services  both." 

And  in  page  474  he  tells  you  that  it  was  the  doctrines  preached 
by  Hicks  which  originated  all  the  difficulties  respecting  him,  viz. 

"  But  the  circumstance  stated,  I  believe  to  be  matter  of  fact  It 
waa  on  account  of  doctrines  that  that  body  of  eld«rft  vi«tci  ot^«vmj\ 
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as  a  party  against  Elias  Hicks,  who  were,  as  before  stated,  a  part  of 
that  caucus  held  at  the  close  of  the  meeting,  for  sufferings.  The 
same  individaals  who  were  most  active  in  producing  the  rupture  that 
then  occurred  in  that  unwarrantable  attack  upon  Elias  Hicks,  and 
more  indirectly,  though  really,  upon  the  monthly  meeting  of  Jeri- 
cho, of  which  Elias  Hicks  was  a  member,  and  had  given  him  a  cer- 
tificate of  its  unity  with  him,  which  of  course  included  their  appro- 
bation of  the  doctrines  he  preached  ;  and  of  Westbury  quarter,  of 
which  Jericho  monthly  meeting  was  a  branch,  and  of  the  yearly 
meeting  of  New  York.  It  was  on  doctrines  that  Joseph  Whitall 
arraigned  him  before  that  self-constituted  body,  who  thus  arrayed 
themselves  in  opposition  to  Elias  Hicks,  and  those  who  approved  of 
him ;  and  which  Joseph  Whitall  stated  in  his  accusation  of  him,  to 
be  two-thirds  of  the  yearly  meeting  of  New  York,  in  which  he  ap- 
pears to  have  been  remarkably  accurate ;  for,  I  think,  there  is  five 
thousand  Orthodox  left  the  yearly  meeting  of  New  York,  and  twelve 
thousand  Friends  remain.'' 

Here  you  have  a  man,  not  a  private  individual  in  the  society,  but 
a  minister  of  its  Gospel,  and  a  prominent  one  too,  a  man  held  forth 
by  this  party  as  particularly  distinguished  in  his  life  and  doctrines— 
the  slightest  disrespect  to  him,  or  effort  to  oppose  him,  put  dowo, 
and  the  whole  society  blown  into  a  flame  by  it — who  comes  forward, 
and,  in  his  sermons  published  to  the  world,  preaches  doctrines  en- 
tirely repugnant  to  those  of  the  society  to  which  their  party  now 
would  have  you  believe  they  are  attached.  And  Abraham  Lower, 
another  minister  in  full  unity  with  Elias  Hicks,  says  that  Elias 
Hicks  was  at  the  yearly  meeting  in  Philadelphia,  in  1828,  and  that 
he  was  in  full  unity  with  them,  and  after  this  you  find  them  giviog 
him  a  minute  of  approbation,  both  as  to  his  doctrines  and  bis 
services.  If  this  is  not  ample  proof  of  the  doctrines  held  by  that 
party,  I  know  not  what  is  sufficient  to  satisfy  any  court  But  we 
have  letters  written  by  Elias  Hicks  in  which  the  same  doctrines  are 
put  forth.  I  refer,  first,  to  his  letter  to  Thomas  Willis,  2d  vol. 
Dep.  p.  421  : 

<<  Thine  of  the  27th  instant  {  have  duly  considered,  and  although, 
like  thyself,  I  was  brought  up  and  educated  in  the  historical  and  tra- 
ditional belief  that  the  conception  of  Jesus  of  Nazareth,  in  the  womb 
of  Mary  his  mother,  was  effected  by  the  power  of  God,  and  this 
has  been  my  belief,  as  far  as  history  could  produce  a  belief,  for  more 
than  fifty  years ;  and  although  I  read,  or  have  heard  the  Scriptures 
read,  many  times  over,  yet  as  I  read  them,  or  heard  them  read,  un- 
der the  prejudice  of  a  traditional  belief,  I  never  observed  anything 
that  appeared  to  militate  against  it;  but  having,  in  the  compass  of  a 
few  years  past,  been  led  into  an  examination  of  the  ancient  history 
of  the  professed  christian  church,  wherein  I  discovered,  that  many 
who  made  profession  of  the  christian  name  believed  otherwise." 

I  refer  to  this  passage  to  show  that  the  doctrines  which  he  then 
held  forth  were  not  those  iu  which  he  was  educated.    In  his  letter 


to  Phebe  Willis,  p.  4S0,  there  Is  ■  similar  passage.  And  in  his  let* 
(er  to  Thomas  Willis  at  Jericho,  Long  Island,  there  is  a  similar  doc 
trioe.     Itt  his  letter  to  Dr.  Shoemaker,  vol.  2,  p.  423,  he  says : 

"  ThoH  queries  after  my  views  of  the  suffering  of  Jesus  Christ  the 
Son  of  Goj,  and  what  was  the  object  of  the  shedding  of  his  blood 
on  the  cross,  and  what  benefits  resulted  to  mankind  by  the  shedding 
of  this  blood,  &c.  t  shall  answer  in  a  very  simple  way,  as  [  con- 
sider the  whole  subject  to  be  a  very  simple  one,  as  all  truth  is  simple 
when  we  free  ourselves  from  the  improper  bias  of  tradition  and  edu- 
cation, which  rests  as  a  burthensome  stone  on  the  minds  of  most  of 
the  children  of  men,  and  which  very  much  mars  the  unity  and  har- 
mony of  society. 

"  Ist  By  what  means  did  Jesus  sufler?  The  answer  is  plain — by 
the  hands  of  wicked  men,  and  because  his  works  were  righteous,  and 
theirs  were  wicked.  Query.  Did  God  send  him  into  the  world 
purposely  to  suffer  death  by  the  hands  of  wicked  men?  By  no 
means  :  but  to  live  a  righteous  and  godly  life,  (which  was  the  design  - 
and  end  of  God's  creating  man  in  the  beginning,)  and  thereby  be  a 
perfect  example  to  such  of  mankind  as^should  come  to  Ihe  knowledge 
of  hicn  and  of  his  perfect  life.  For,  if  it  was  the  purpose  and  will  of 
God  that  he  should  die  by  the  hands  of  wicked  men,  then  the  Jews, 
hy  crucifying  him,  would  have  done  God's  will,  and  of  course  would 
aU  have  stood  justified  in  his  sight,  which  could  not  be.  But  it  was 
permitted  so  to  be,  as  it  had  been  with  many  of  the  prophet?  and 
nisa  and  good  men  that  were  before  him,  who  suffered  death  by  the 
hands  of  wicked  men  for  righteousness'  sake,  as  ensamples  to  thoae 
that  came  after,  that  they  should  account  nothing  too  dear  to  give  up 
for  the  truth's  sake,  not  even  their  own  lives." 

And  in  page  423  he  says:  "7(&  not  consider  that  the  crtieifix^ 
ton  <(/"  ihe  outward  body  of  JUah  and  blood  of  Jesus  on  the  cross, 
wat  an  atonement  of  any  sins  but  the  legal  sins  qf  the  Jews ;  for 
••  their  law  was  outward,  so  their  legal  sins  and  their  penalties  were 
outward." 

In  these  various  letters  the  Court  have  an  account  of  the  views' 
ElisB  Hicks  entertained  in  regard  to  these  important  doctrines,  and 
they  are  directly  opposed  to  the  doctrines  which  we  say  were  professed 
by  the  society  of  Friends.  He  denies  entirely  the  doctrine  of  the 
atonement  He  says  that  our  Saviour,  Jesus  Christ,  was  a  mere  man, 
divinely  inspired,  but  only  in  a  measure,  and  adapted  to  the  offic«  he 
bad  to  perform — that  he  was  only  an  external  Saviour,  and  limited 
in  his  saving  operations  to  the  Jews  only,  in  healing  external  dis- 
eaaes.  In  respect  to  the  Scriptures,  he  says  that  he  believes  they 
have  done  four-fold  more  harm  than  good ;  he  does  not  ascribe 
the  abuse  of  them  to  the  wrong  frame  of  mind  in  which  they  are  read, 
but  he  charges  them  with  being  positively  inconsistent  and  contra- 
dictory, and  not  as  easily  understood,  or  as  useful,  as  the  early  writings 
of  the  society  of  Friends.  He  rejects  the  divinity  of  the  Saviour— 
laya  he  ia  on  a  parallel  with  other  men,  and  looks  on  him  as  a.  mu^ 
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Israelite, — but  as  to  the  efficiency  of  his  atonementy  his  divinity,  or 
the  inspiration  of  the  Scriptures,  he  rejects  them  ;  and  while  exhi- 
biting these  views,  he  also  sets  forth  what  were  the  original  doctrines 
of  the  society,  and  shows,  at  the  same  moment,  how  entirely  he  has 
departed  from  them.  Elias  Hicks  was  bred  up  in  the  original  and 
pure  faith  of  the  society,  and  he  found  it  very  difficult  to  shake  it  en- 
tirely off.  He  did  so,  however,  and  he  got  into  a  new  light — fresh 
views  came  thick  and  bright  upon  him,  and  enabled  his  friend  and 
coadjutor,  Abraham  Lower,  to  say  that  he  was  a  hundred  years  in 
advance  of  the  society. 

They  bring  forward  his  answer  to  six  queries  put  to  him  in  the 
year  1829,  by  some  of  his  Friends,  and  a  certificate  appended,  signed 
by  a  number  of  them,  to  show  what  their  doctrines  were,  and  that 
they  were  in  unity  with  the  true  society  of  Friends.  A  more  artful 
piece  of  invention  was  never  exhibited  in  a  court  of  justice.  It  was 
manufactured  after  this  controversy  had  arisen.  In  p.  432,  he  says: 
<<  I  have  ever  believed,  and  asserted,  from  my  youth  up,  that  I  had 
as  full  a  belief  in  the  miraculous  comception  of  the  fleshly  body  of 
Jesus  Christ,  as  it  was  possible  for  the  history  to  give  belief.  And 
I  may  now  assdre  thee,  that  I  never  thought  or  said  that  I  believed 
Joseph  was  his  father."  Now  we  have  his  letter  to  Phoebe  Willis,  in 
which  he  stated,  that  in  the  history  there  was  considerable  more  evi- 
dence in  the  Scriptures  to  show  that  Christ  was  the  son  of  Joseph  than 
the  son  of  God.  Consequently,  according  to  his  own  stateipent,  the 
history  would  prove  him  to  be  the  son  of  Joseph.  In  his  answer  to 
the  second  query,  he  says  : 

<<  As  respects  the  divinity  of  Jesus  Christ,  I  apprehend  no  minis- 
ter in  the  society  of  Friends,  has  more  often  in  his  public  communi- 
cations, asserted  the  divinity  of  Jesus  Christ,  the  Son  of  God,  than 
I  have,  assuring  my  hearers,  that  he  was  fully  swallowed  up  into  the 
divine  nature,  and  complete  divinity  of  his  heavenly  Father.  But  I 
have  never  believed  that  Jesus  Christ,  the  Son  of  Grod,  was  the/ather 
qf  himself,  ^^^  ^^^^  ^c  was  truly  the  Son  of  God,  endued  with  power 
from  on  high,  by  which  he  was  qualified  to  usher  in  and  introduce 
the  new  covenant  dispensation,  as  prophesied  long  before,  by  Jere- 
miah the  prophet,  when  all  outward  mediation  should  cease,  as  the 
law  of  God  was  now  to  be  written  on  the  inward  table  of  the  heart, 
and  not  on  tables  of  stone,  or  with  pen,  ink,  and  paper  ;  after 
which  no  man  was  to  say  to  his  neighbour  or  brother,  know  the 
Lord,  for  all  shall  know  me,  from  the  least  to  the  greatest.  This  is 
the  covenant  that  I  acknowledge,  and  I  acknowledge  no  other,  and 
this  I  consider  the  only  real  gospel  covenant." 
-  ifou  will  find  that  in  one  of  the  passages  which  we  have  read  from 
his  sermons,  he  uses  the  same  language  in  regard  to  every  good  man. 
In  reply  to  the  second  part  of  the  sixth  query,  he  says  : 

"  I  would  remark,  that  I  see  no  need  of  directing  men  to  the  type 
for  the  antitype,  neither  to  the  outward  temple,  nor  yet  to  Jerusalem, 
neither  to  Jesus  Christ  or  his  blood,  outwardly;  knowing  that  neither 
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:  righteousness  of  faith,  nor  the  word  of  it,  doth  so  direct  The 
w  and  second  covenant  is  dedicated  with  the  blood,  the  life  of 
riat  Jesua,  which  ia  the  alone  atonement  unto  God,  by  which  all' 
:  people  are  washed,  sanctified,  cleansed  and  redeemed  to  God." 
There  is  a  character  of  evasion  about  these  anawera,  which  cannot 
t  strike  every  impartial  reader.  Had  he  really  entertained  those 
:trines  which  we  have  shown  were  also  held  by  other  Friends.  If 
believed  in  the  inspiration  of  the  Scriptures,  or  in  the  atonement, 
y  not  say  so  in  direct  terms  ?  If  he  believed  in  the  divinity  of 
:  Saviour,  why  did  he  not  take  some  of  those  passages  of  Scrip- 
e  which  the  ancient  writers  of  this  society  selected  when  they 
iired  clearly  to  illustrate  their  faith  ?  Why  take  language  which 
nita  of  a  double  or  equivocal  construction  ?  But  when  were 
se  queries  prepared  ?  We  ftnd  it  was  in  the  year  1839 ;  and  it  is 
nifeat  that  they  were  prepared  after  the  separation  had  occurred 
the  New  York  and  Philadelphia  yearly  meetings.  The  opposite 
ty  saw  that  this  division  must  necessarily  create  difficulties  re- 
nting the  property,  and  that  this  would  involve  the  question  of 
rtrines;  and  it  is  obvious  that  these  queries  were  addressed  to 
iu  Hicks,  and  the  answers  elicited  with  reference  fo  that  event 
ias  Hicka  himself,  in  replying  to  the  queries,  expreased  his  eurpnse 
it  such  a  letter  should  be  written  to  him,  and  yet  believes  it  was 
y  done  as  a  matter  of  friendship :  and  in  p.  434,  we  have  a  cer- 
cate  appended  to  it. 

A.II0W  me  to  make  one  or  two  further  observations  on  the  subject 
this  extraordinary  piece  of  testimony.  It  must  have  been  given 
some  purpose,  and  it  is  intended  to  prove  that  their  great  promi- 
nt  leader,  of  whose  character,  conduct,  and  preaching  they  ez- 
lited  so  much  jealousy,  did  not  entertain  the  religious  doctrines 
xibed  to  him  and  his  party,  and  they  here  pretend  to  show  what 
re  his  real  sentiments.  What  opinion  are  you  entitled  to  form  of 
!  defendant,  Decow,  and  his  witnesses,  who,  when  they  are  called 
on  to  answer  on  their  solemn  affirmation  what  are  the  doctrines 
Jntained  by  them,  and  what  is  the  preaching  of  their  ministers, 
dine  to  answer,  and  say  that  they  believe  in  their  consciencea  they 
ght  not  to  answer  ?  Were  they  sincere  in  refusing  to  give  evi- 
nce under  oath,  when  they  gave  evidence  which  was  not  under 
Lh  ?  When  you  find  them  manufacturing  questions,  getting  them 
iwered,  and  appending  their  delusive  certificates  to  them,  and  then 
er  it  in  evidence,  and  yet,  when  asked  to  testify  under  oath,  re- 
ling  to  disclose,  must  not  suspicion  naturally  rest  upon  them? 
lere  is  only  one  conclusion  which  a  rational  mind  can  draw  from 
eh  a  procedure.  It  is,  that  they  are  afraid  to  testify  to  those 
iBga,  under  oath,  which  they  have  artfully  endeavoured  to  eata- 
sh  by  evidence  manufactured  out  of  court,  and  not  under  the  sane- 
n  of  an  oath,  or  judicial  solemn  affirmation.  Elias  Hicks  came 
■ward  OB  a  teaoher  of  new  doctrines,  and  instead  of  going  out  openly 
im  the  society,  he  continued  in  the  midst  of  them,  «ovva%>!a& 
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seeds  of  discord  within  their  precincts  as  though  he  were  a  fully 
conforming  member.  He  avoided  questions  as  to  the  correctness  of 
'his  doctrine^  and  pleaded  for  the  propriety  of  it ;  sometimes  slightly 
shadowing  out  his  doctrines — sometimes  declaring  them  more  bold- 
ly ;  but  generally  very  careful  in  his  proceedings  ;  and  you  find  him 
justifying  this  course  of  conduct  by  that  of  the  apostle  Paul  on  the 
principle  of  <<all  things  to  all  men  that  they  may  win  some  ;'*'*  for- 
getting that  St  Paul  was  a  man  who  never  flinched  from  the  straight 
path  of  his  duty,  however  rugged  it  might  be  ;  though  he  might,  at 
times,  accommodate  himself  to  the  habits  and  opinions  of  those  with 
whom  he  associated,  in  matters  not  relating  to  his  ministry.  This 
course,  on  the  part  of  Elias  Hicks,  must  necessarily  diminish  your 
confidence  in  his  statements  artfully  prepaired  after  the  controversy 
has  arisen,  and  to  warrant  you  in  calling  for  legal  and  responsible 
evidence  on  their  part  as  to  their  doctrines. 

There  is  one  circumstance  more  to  which  I  would  refer  the  court; 
it  struck  me  for  the  first  time  when  I  heard  the  depositions  read 
here ;  though  I  had  read  them  myself  before.  The  leading  ques- 
tions put  to  the  witnesses  on  the  part  of  Decow,  show  conclusively 
that  they  believe  in  those  doctrines  which  we  have  ascribed  to  thein. 
No  man  could  have  any  difficulty  in  discovering  what  were  the 
views  of  that  party.  If  we  have  been  mistaken  in  the  doctrines  of 
Elias  Hicks,  it  was  in  the  power  of  the  opposite  party  to  show  it 
If  they  were  not  in  full  unity  with  him  it  was  equally  in  their  power 
to  show  it ;  and  when  they  fail  to  doso^  and  bring  forward  such  evi- 
dence as  they  have  here  introduced,  the  unprejudiced  mind  can  only 
come  to  one  conclusion — that  they  do  not  believe  the  doctrines  which 
we  believe  and  which  we  have  proved  to  be  the  original  and  fundamen- 
tal doctrines  of  this  society.  They  believe  in  the  opposite  doctrine; 
they  are  afraid  to  meet  us  because  they  are  not  in  the  same  faith  with 
us.  They  worship  the  God  of  the  socinian ;  not  the  God  of  this 
religious  society  which  has  existed  for  ages,  and  which  has  been  dis- 
pensing its  benefits  and  blessings  through  every  community  in  which 
it  has  flourished. 

The  court  adjourned. 


Monday  afternoon, 
Mb.  Wood  resumed : 

I  shall  now  proceed  to  lay  before  the  court  some  authorities  for 
the  purpose  of  showing  that  when  a  division  takes  place  in  a  reli- 
gious society,  and  a  separation  occurs  on  the  grounds  of  doctrioe, 
that  part  of  the  society  that  continues  to  adhere  to  the  old  doctrine, 
is  entitled  to  hold  the  property. 

I  have  already  explained  the  law  under  which,  as  I  conceive,  this 
property  is  held,  to  wit — ^the  law  of  charitable  uses.     And  I  have 
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ted  that  the  principles  of  this  law  sprang  up  when  the  christfan 
tern  was  recognized  by  the  government  of  the  Roman  empire, 
I  that  it  was  thence,  with  the  dillusion  of  chrislianity,  carried  into 
the  christian  counlrics  of  Europe,  and  among  the  rest,  into  Great 
itain.  Under  this  law  the  religious  institutions,  of  New  Jersey 
re  grown  up.  These  religious  institutions  were  formed  for  the 
nhip  of  God,  and  the  diffusion  of  morality,  and  thereby  for  the 
amotion  of  the  great  ends  of  government.  Though  they  are  all 
med  for  religious  worship,  yet  there  is  a  difference  among  them,  as 
U  in  regard  to  doctrine  as  to  church  government, according  to  the 
'erent  views  of  the  founders  by  whom  they  have  been  established, 
s  necessary.  However,  that  all  who  unite  together  for  religious 
rship,  should  agree  in  general  principles.  These  religiGus  insti- 
ions  have,  then,  been  formed  according  to  the  respective  views  of 
ir  founders;  and  hence  we  have  differenf  religious  societies  in 
w  Jersey,  such  as  preshyterlan,  methodist,  baptist,  episcopal,  and 
tch  reformed.  In  order  to  preserve  their  existence,  and  their 
Tulness,  it  is  necessary  they  should  be  protected  in  their  particular 
raoization,  and  their  regular  gradation  of  tribunals.  In  this  way 
ly  actually  do  exist.  These  institutions  are  not  of  mushroom  - 
iwth.  Time  was  requisite  to  establish  them  on  a  firm  and  solid 
u.  And  in  a  long  course  of  time  they  have  been  brought  to  ma- 
lty, and  DOW  they  exist  in  the  diBerent  forms  in  which  yoti  see 
iin,  and  adapted  to  the  condition  of  the  various  classes  of  society, 

I  the  diversified  views  of  the  human  intellect,  and  the  various 
oions  and  habitudes  which  are  engendered  in  society.  In 
S  point  of  view  even  a  deist  might  feel  a  deep  interest  in  their 
nervation  ;  and  a  baptist,  or  a  methodist,  for  instance,  might  take 

interest  in  the  preservation  of  the  other  religious  Institutions  as 

II  as  his  own.  Almost  every  individual  may  find  some  religious 
Itttution  to  suit  his  own  views  and  feelings.  Each  one  Is  at  liberty 
abandon  the  religious  society  to  which   he  may  have  belonged, 

I  seek  a  new  one,  when  his  opinions  change.  If  an  individual 
inot  agree  with  the  religious  society  with  which  he  is  in  connex- 
I,  he  ought  to  wit.hdr.aw  from  it,  and  join  some  other. 

It  is  the  policy  of  our  religious  institnlions,  and  it  is  a  policy 
lich  accords  with  the  principles  and  promotes  the  interests  and  the 
;ws  of  our  government,  to  invite  all  to  come  in  and  become  mem- 
rsof  the  various  congregations,  and  listen,  that  they  may  at  least 
Mime  moral  men  thereby,  and  perhap?  in  time  religious  members. 
it  if  the  principle  of  the  opposite  side  prevails,  a  contrary  policy 

II  become  necessary.  If  the  members  of  religious  institutions  are 
be  taught  that  the  church  properly  is  their  property,  and  that  a 
jority  of  them  may  dispose  of  it  as  they  see  fit,  or  call  for  a  divi- 
«,  all  they  have  to  say  is — we  cannot  concur  in  the  religious  doc- 
nes,  discipline,  and  government  of  the  ancient  church  of  which 
a  congr^ation  is  a  member.  We  must  separate,  and  we  call  for  a 
rision  of  the  property,  that  we  may  take  our  share. — And  the  ^wi- 
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perty  not  being  susceptible  of  a  division,  as  is  generally  the  case 
with  such  property,  church,  church-yards,  tomb-stones,  and  all,  will 
then  be  put  up  to  sale.  They  will  put  the  money  in  their  pockets, 
and  do  with  it  as  they  please. 

This  view  of  the  subject  must  satisfy  all  unprejudiced  minds 
that  the  members  of  your  religious  institution  have  no  such  risbt 
and  no  such  power ;  but  that  while  they  continue  members  of  a 
church,  they  must  conform  to  its  fundamental  doctrines,  and  usages. 
I  shall  now  undertake  to  show  to  the  court,  that  the  views,  I  have 
submitted  on  this  subject  are  not  novel,  but  that  they  are  fully  esta-  ^ 
blished  in  the  law  and  supported  by  numerous  authorities,  as  well  in  ^ 
England  as  in  this  country.  I  will  first  call  your  attention  to  the  ,^ 
views  of  your  late  chief  justice;  in  p.  27,  of  his  opinion,  he  says:      ^ 

"  A  jealousy  of  power  may  suspect  too  much  confidence  in  the  ^ 
fairness  and  candour  of  the  clerk.  But  the  conclusive  answer  to  all  ^ 
such  suggestions  and  suspicions  is,  that  they  are  free  to  act  as  their  ^ 
judgments  and  consciences  may  dictate.  We  are  not  to  interfere  ^ 
with  their  church  government  any  more  than  with  their  modes  of 
faith  and  worship.  We  are  to  respect  their  institutions,  and  to  sus- 
tain them.  Nor  can  any  individual  be  hereby  aggrieved.  He  ii 
under  no  restraint  to  remain  among  them.  Whenever  he  is  pe^ 
suaded  that  either  their  faith  or  their  practice,  does  not  accord  with 
bis  own  views  of  reason  and  Scripture,  he  is  at  liberty  to  leave  them, 
and  to  seek  elsewhere,  more  purity,  more  spirituality,  more  chrisr ,  j 
tian  and  Scripture  order,  more  safety,  more  republicanism,  or  more  ^ 
peace."  ^ 

If  in  the  indulgence  of  his  love  of  liberty,  an  individual  wishes  r 
to  carry  his  principles  beyond  those  of  the  religious  society  to  which 
he  belongs,  he  has  not  a  right,  while  in  the  society,  to  do  so. — ^This 
would  be  carrying  liberty  to  licentiousness.     But  he  should  leave  i 
them,  and  tlien  he  may  get  <'  one  hundred  years  in  advance^^  of  them   a 
in  spirituality  if  he  pleases;  may  preach  against  the  use  of  the  pro-  ^ 
ducts  of  slave  labour,  and  insist  upon  such  conduct  on  the  part  of  his   ^ 
hearers,  as  shall  in  all  respects  meet  his  own  notions  :  but  he  must   j 
first  come  out  from  his  old  society  to  which  he  formerly  belonged,    i 
In  this  way  the  religious  liberty  of  the  individual  is  made  to  harmo- 
nize with  the  liberty  of  religious  societies  and  the  protection  of  r^ 
ligious  trusts. 

I  now  propose  to  lay  before  the  court  certain  authorities  from  both 
English  and  American  books,  to  corroborate  what  I  have  stated.  It 
is  important  here  to  consider  one  point,  on  which  we  may  otherwise 
be  misunderstood.  We  do  not  pretend  to  say,  that,  where  the  ma- 
jority principle  prevails,  the  majority  should  not  govern.  We  hold, 
that  wherever  the  majority  principle  prevails,  and  is  the  established 
mode  of  decision,  the  majority  should  govern,  in  religious  meetings 
If  two-thirds  are,  according  to  the  constitution  of  the  society,  to  regu- 
late their  proceedings,  then  two-thirds  should  govern.  But  accord- 
ing to  my  view  of  the  case,  whenever  an  attempt  is  made  to  over- 


turn  the  fumlamental  tloctrinps  of  the  society,  or  its  essential  [jrinci- 

Eles  of  government,  as  adopted  by  ita  fouaders,  tliis  cannot  be  done, 
y  eithdr  a  majority  or  a  minority.  And  this  depends  on  tbis  prin- 
eiple*  90  famlhar  to  every  chancery  lawyer,  that  no  &ody  of  men, 
p«at  or  small,  can  be  allowed  to  break  a  trust.  Trusts  are  sacred, 
md  the  court  of  chancery  wilt  protect  them.  In  3  Merivale,  page 
9S9,  is  a  case  to  which  i  would  call  the  particular  attention  of  the 
court. 

I^he  learned  counsel  has  endeavoured  to  guard  you  against  being 
influenced  by  decisions  in  England.  He  tells  you  that  they  have  there 
ID   establlsheil  church,  to  protect  which  is  an  especial  abject  of  the 
government.    No\v  all  the  cases  to  which  I  sball  refer,  shall  be  those 
of  disst7Uing  churches,  which  are  not  fostered,  but  simply  tolerated 
by    the  government.     To  cases  of  this  kind,  the  objection  of  the 
learned  counsel  will  not  apply.      If  religious  trusts  of  tbis  kind  are 
protected  in  the  English  courts  of  chancery — if  when  a  dissenting 
church  is  devoted   by  its  founders  to  the  worship  of  God  according 
to  certain  doctrines,  and  its  presei^ation  is  guarded   by  a  church 
government  duly  organized  upon  certain  established  principles,  the 
members  for  the  time  being  are  not  permitted  by  the  English  court 
of  chancery  to  break  through  those  great  land  marks,  does  if  not 
show  that  the  principles  of  this  protection  are  based  on  truth  and  jus- 
tice?    Why  else  would  such  protection  be  extended  to  churches 
merely   tolerated  and  not  encouraged    by  the  government?     The 
tise  to  which  I  have  already  referred  you  in  3  Merivale,  is  that  of 
the  Jittorney  General  v.  Fearon,  and  the  passages  to  which  I  now 
wish  particularly  to  call  attention,  will  be  found  on  pages  3C7,  368, 
372,  373,  390,  30<J,  400,  402,  403,  4X0,  411,  412,  415,  417,  418, 
tad  419. 
[Here  Mr.  Wood  read  different  passages  from  the  above  pages.] 
Here  the  defendants  set  up  a  plea,  that  they  were  a  majority  of 
Ihe  congregation,  and  that  they  had  united  in  the  choice  of  another 
parson  who  was  a  unitarian.     They  had  for  many  years  been  Irinila- 
rians.  ■  In  181 3,  they  chose  a  unitarian  clergyman, Stewart,  who  became 
ilrinitarian  in  1S16.     They  then  dismissed  him,  and  (he  trustees, 
nith  the  consent  of  the  congregation,  appointed  in  his  place,  one  Jo- 
seph Guy,  a  unitarian  clergyman.      In  consequence  of  this,  an  in- 
formation  was  filed  by  the  attorney  general.     The  said  chancellor 
declared,  that,  it  being  a  trust  for  religious  purposes,  a  court  of  equity 
iFould  take  complete  Jurisdiction.      That  in  the  formation  and  en- 
dowment of  a  church  for  religious  worship,  in   which  the  kind  was 
not  mentioned,  the  court  would,  for  explanation,  resort  to  usage.   That 
it  was  not  in  the  power  of  individuals  to  change  the  purposes  of  such 
in  institution  ;  that  if  originally  established  for  trinitarian  purposes, 
it  could   not  be  corfverted   to  purposes  anii-trlnilarian.     That  the 
court  had  nothing  to  do  with  religious  doctrines,  except  to  ascertain 
the  purposes  of  the  trust;  and  that  the  court  is  bound  to  determine 
this  question. 
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This  case  meets  all  the  questions  which  have  arisen  in  the  causi 
under  consideration^  and  these  principles  I  mean  to  apply  through 
out. 

The  chancellor  says,  *Uhat  the  original  purposes  of  the  trust  arc 
to  be  inquired  into.  He  will  not  inquire  if  they  are  right  or  wrooj 
in  the  abstract;  but  if  they  are  legal,  he  will  see  that  the  trust  is  not 
perverted  from  its  original  purposes.^'  The  court  will  see  how  jea 
lous  the  English  court  of  chaiKrery  is  of  the  abuse  of  religious  trusts 
It  was  on  a  public  information,  filed  by  the  attorney  general  on  be- 
half of  the  government,  that  the  cause  came  before  the  chancellor,  ic 
order  to  protect  this  church  from  abuse  by  the  majority  of  the  trus- 
tees and  the  beneficiaries  for  the  time  being. 

In  2  Blye's  Reports,  p.  529^  is  the  case  of  the  associate  congre- 
gation of  Perth. 

This  case  is  interesting,  because  it  establishes  two  important  prin- 
ciples. First,  that  when  there  is  a  difiference  of  doctrine,  the  court 
will  decide  in  favour  of  that  party  which  adheres  to  the  ancient  doc- 
trines of  the  church.  Secondly,  that  when  there  is  a  difiereoceio 
regard  to  government,  the  court  will  decide  in  favour  of  those  who 
adhere  to  the  old  government.  But  the  question  of  doctrine  fu^ 
nishcs  the  primary  rule/ and  an  adherence  to  the  ancient  established 
doctrines  of  the  church,  is  indispensably  required  to  constitute  church 
membership. 

Suppose,  says  the  learned  counsel,  that  there  should  be  a  divisioo 
in  the  yearly  meeting,  on  the  subject  of  the  influence  of  the  divine 
light  upon  the  soul,  and  the  majority  should  declare  that  it  is  a  doc- 
trine which  ought  to  be  rejected.  And  suppose  the  preparative 
meeting  at  Crosswicks  should  refuse  to  adhere  to  the  decision  of  the 
yearly  meeting  on  this  point,  would  it  thereby  lose  its  property  ?  1 
reply,  I  trust  not.  Here  the  point  of  doctrine  is  fundamental  and 
primary,  and  the  court  would  sustain  the  preparative  meeting. 

This  principle  is  further  illustrated  in  2  Jacob  &  Walker's  Re- 
ports, p.  427. 

These  references  from  English  books  will  suflSce ;  and  th^y  art 
all  cases  of  dissenting  churches.  When  we  come  to  consider  the  de- 
cisions of  the  courts  in  this  country,  we  will  find  that  they  act  on 
similar  principles 

Beginning  at  Massachusetts,  the  first  case  to  which  I  shall  refer,  ii 
that  of  Stebbins  v.  Jennings^  20  Pickering,  172. 

This  was  an  action  of  trover,  brought  by  one  deacon  against  an 
other  deacon  for  some  articles  of  church  furniture.  The  church  ii 
the  third  precincts  of  Brookfield.  One  party  in  this  church  had  uni 
ted  with  another  association,  calling  itself  the  evangelical  society  o 
Brookfield^  taking  with  them  their  minister,  Mr.  Stone. 

In  this  case,  a  large  majority  of  the  society  became  dissatisfie 
with  the  doctrines  of  their  church,  and  set  up  another,  which  the; 
called  more  evangelical,  leaving  behind  but  twp  male  members,  an 
a  minority  of  female  members.     The  court  decided  that  the  mine 
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y,  seeing  that  they  adhered  to  the  old  organization  and  the  old 
ctrinea,  should  retain  the  property. 

The  case  of  Baker  v.  Fales,  14  Massachu^tts  Reports,  p.  488, 
lich  has  been  cited  by  the  opposite  counsel,  does  not  militate 
ainst  thfs  decision. 

When  you  examine  this  case,  you  find  the  decision  is^  that  the 
rty  seceding  does  not  constilule  the  church,  though  they  may  be 
najority,  and  cannot  carry  off  with  them  the  church  property. 
The  court  declared  that,  "  when  members  enough  are  left  to  exe- 
te  the  objects  for  which  a  church  is  gathered,  the  secession  of  a 
ijority  of  ihe  members  would  have  no  other  effect  than  a  tempo- 
ry  absence  of  members  would  have  on  a  meeting  duly  summoned." 
Here  is  a  very  important  principle  laid  down.  It  effectually  pre- 
idea  the  idea  of  a  joint  stock  fund  in  church  property,  and  a  con- 
quent  rigiit  in  the  members  for  the  time  being,  as  owners  thereof, 
divide  among  Ihemsclvcs.  The  members  of  the  church  are  not 
nants  in  common.  The  property  belonging  to  the  church  ia  pro- 
Eted  by  the  law  of  charitable  uses,  to  be  devoted  in  trust  to  ihe  cha- 
lable  and  pious  purposes  for  which  the  endowment  was  originally 
ide,  and  does  not  belong  to  the  members  for  the  time  being,  to  be 
sposed  of  as  they  may  see  proper. 

It  appears  to  me  that  this  case,  instead  of  establishing  the  propo- 
ion  of  the  learned  counsel,  is  dead  against  it.  For  it  states  Ihat^ 
hen  a  secession  takes  place,  the  property  belongs  to  those  who  are 
ft  behind,  though  they  may  he  in  the  minority.  The  same  poai- 
m  la  corroborated,  in  8  Massachuaetta  Reports,  p.  96.  As  far, 
en,  as  the  authorities  in  Massachusetts  are  entitled  to  respect  and 
insideration,  we  have  established  our  position.  Any  man  ia  at 
jerty  to  withdraw  from  the  religious  society  to  which  he  belongs, 
id  to  join  another,  and  that  this  is  true  religious  liberty :  but  he  ia 
>t  at  liberty  to  carry  the  church  property  with  him,  for  that  would 
J  licentiousness,  and  would  be  incompatible  with  that  protection 
hich  the  law  extends  to  religious  societies. 

The  same  doctrine  is  adhered  to  by  the  supreme  court  of  New 
ork,  in  the  case  of  Field  v.  Field.  Thia  is  an  important  caae, 
tmething  like  the  present,  and  growing  out  of  the  like  unhappy 
ispute  in  the  society  of  Friends.  The  society  had  a  school  fund  of 
hich  Field  was  treasurer.  As  treasurer,  he  had  lent  out  money. 
.  division  took  place  in  the  society,  and  Carpenter  was  appointed 
iccessor  to  Field,  as  treasurer.  A  division  took  place  in  the 
lonthly  meeting,  not  in  the  preparative.  Two  preparative  meet- 
ip  were  afterwards  held,  and  the  new  preparative  meeting  held  by 
ircction  of  the  orthodox  monthly  meeting,  appointed  Carpenter.  Here 
ie  question  came  up,  whether  a  majority  has  a  right  to  organize  a 
burch  anew,  to  suit  their  own  purposes.  In  this  case  several  im- 
ortant  principles  were  settled. 

In  the  first  place,  it  was  decided,  that  a  majority  are  as  much 
overned  by  the  diacipline  and  constitution  of  the  society  as  the 


4M 

minointyy  so  that  a  minority  adhering  to  the  discipline  and  govern- 
ment of  the  society,  are  the  true  church,  though  compelled  by  the 
misconduct  of  the  great  mass  of  the  membera  of  the  meeting  to  re- 
move to  a  different  place  from  that  in  which  their  meetings  are  or- 
dinarily held. 

Secondly,  That  a  clerk  may  be  changed,  if  he  has  i^ecome  incom-* 
petent  For  what  purpose  ?  That  one  may  be  appointed  to  perform 
the  duties  of  the  station  in  order  to  prevent  a  dissolution  of  the  so- 
ciety, which  the  court  is  studious  to  prevent. 

And,  thirdly,  That  the  rights  of  the  subordinate  meetings  are 
identified  with  those  of  the  superior  meetings  to  which  they  are  at- 
tached. 

In  a  case  lately  decided  by  chancelloi«M'Coun,  the  principle  for 
which  I  contend  is  adopted.  It  is  the  case  of  the  reformed  presby- 
terian  churcn,  in  Chambers  street,  in  which  the  vice-chancellor  said, 
that  the  superior  ecclesiastical  tribunals  were  authorized  to  pass  upon 
the  rights  of  a  clergyman,  contrary  to  the  wishes  of  a  majority  of 
the  congregation,  and  that  their  decision  would  be  recognized  by 
hw.  Here  the  opinion  of  chancellor  Walworth,  as  cited  by  the  op- 
posite counsel,  is  fully  met. 

The  case  of  the  baptist  church,  in  Hartford  v.  Wetherilly  3  Paige's 
Chancery  Reports,  has  been  cited  by  the  opposite  side.  In  this  case 
the  chancellor  dismisses  the  cause  as  one  not  within  his  jurisdiction. 
He  then  gives  an  extra-judicial  opinion,  the  amount  of  which  is,  that 
he  is  not  prepared  to  adopt  the  opinion  of  lord  Eldon,  in  regard  to 
the  nature  of  religious  trusts,  tie  says,  the  statute  of  charitable 
uses  is  not  in  force  here — if  it  is  not,  I  hope  I  have  szttisfied  the 
court,  that  the  protection  of  religious  institutions  did  not  depend  on 
the  statute,  but  on  principles  of  equity — laws  previously  existing 
which  were  only  recognized  by  the  statute,  not  introduced  by  it 
The  chancellor,  in  another  part  of  this  case  expresses  a  doubt  whether 
courts  of  equity  ought  to  protect  these  religious  trusts,  because,  for- 
sooth, some  of  these  trusts  might  in  time,  in  the  progress  of  intellectual 
improvement  be  considered  superstitious.  But  when  it  is  found 
that  a  trust  has  become  superstitious  and  impolitic,  and  of  course 
unlawful,  it  will  then  be  time  enough  for  a  court'  of  equity  to  say 
that  it  will  not  apply  to  it  the  prtnciple  of  protection.^  Another 
error,  as  I  conceive,  in  the  opinion  of  the  chancellor,  is  that  in  rela- 
tion, to  the  distinction  between  church  and  congregation,  or  between 
the  communicants  and  the  other  members  of  the  congregation.  The 
communicants,  he  seems  to  think,  who  are  under  the  religious  judi- 
catories, are  bound  to  adhere  to  their  established  mode  of  faitli  and 
worship  :  but  the  congregation  may  change  both.  What  confusion 
would  this  lead  to  ?  Here  is  a  presbyterian  church  in  Trenton,  those 
members  of  it  who  are  under  the  religious  judicatories,  are  bound  to 
adhere  to  the  faith  and  worship  of  the  presbyterian  church,  as  de- 
clared in  its  standards.  The  congregation  may  change  both  at  plea- 
surci  and  carry  the  change  into  effect  within  the  very  walls  in  which 


>  commuDiciQls,  who  worship  with  thetn,  are  to  suSer  no  change, 
ould  not  this  introduce  a.  fcene  of  disorder  and  confusion  destnic- 
e  of  all  religion  and  morality?  The  communicants  and  other 
imbers  of  the  congregation  worshipping  together,  must  be  identi- 
d  in  religious  principle,  profession,  and  practice. — The  spiritual 
rt  of  the  church  is  from  lime  to  time  BU])plied  from  the  other 
smbers  of  the  society.  If  they  should  differ  in  respect  to  the 
eitt  fundamentals  of  Christianity,  who  is  to  choose  the  pastor,  and 
)ich  side  is  he  to  please  ? 

la  a  case  recorded  in  20th  Johnson's  lieports,  p.  12,  the  supreme 
urt  of  that  state  recognized  no  such  distinction  between  commu- 
cants  and  congregation.  In  this  case  a  subscription  had  been  made 
r  the  support  of  a  clergyman  of  the  Dutch  reformed  church.  He 
IS  afterwards  dismissed  by  his  classis;  but,  on  an  appeal  to  the 
nod,  was  restored.  It  was  determined  that  his  right  to  the  8ub^ 
ription  money  made  for  his  support,  was  uot  affected  by  hisdis- 
iasal  by  other  classis,  because  the  matter  was  determined  otherwise 

the  highest  ecclesiastical  tribunal,  which  was  considered  in' the 
mporal  court  as  final  and  conclusive. 

In  New  y^ork,  then,  the  principle  is  settled  in  our  favour.  But 
ere  is  no  necessity  for  resorting  to  foreign  cases.  The  question 
a  been  repeatedly  decided  in  New  Jersey,  in  7  Halsted,  £06, 
a  have  the  case  of  Denn  v.  Saltan.  This  was  the  case  of  a 
utch  reformed  church.  Some  persons  who  thought  themselves 
ore  pure  and  evangelical  than  the  other  members  of  this  religious 
eiety,  set  up  a  new  classis,  and  called  themselves  the  true  Dutch 
brmed  church.  In  this  case  the  congregation  divided,  and  the 
leation  arose  which  party  was  entitled  to  the  property.  It  was  de- 
ded  that  those  who  had  set  up  the  new  classis,  had  ceased  to  be 
embers  of  the  Dutch  reformed  church,  and  could  not  carr}'  the 
■operty  away  with  them,  or  call  for  a  division. 

In  4  Halsted,  page  390,  will  be  found  the  case  of  the  State  v. 
rouxll. 

This  was  the  case  of  a  presbyterian  church  at  Perth  Amboy. 
hey  had  a  clergyman  who  was  silenced  from  preaching  in  their 
torch  by  the  church  judicatories  :  but  a  large  majority  of  the  con- 
regatlon,  as  many  as  three-fourths,  remained  attached  to  him.  The 
resbytery  sent  supplies.  Tlie  majority  refused  to  pay  up  the  old 
ibscription  list,  and  set  up  a  new  subscription  for  the  support,  as 
W  alleged,  of  Dr  Andrews,  the  minister  who  had  been  silenced 
f  the  church  judicatories.  Their  language  to  the  minority  was> 
If  you  want  supplies,  you  must  pay  for  them."  Here  was  a  case 
I  which  the  doctrine  of  chancellor  Walworth  was  applicable,  if  it 
as  applicable  any  where.  The  majority  elected  trustees  of  their 
wn  i  the  minority  appointed  another  seL  A  quo  warranto  wm 
iken  out  to  ascertain  who  were  the  true  trustees. 

The  court  decided  that  those  members  who  had  refused  to'  pay 
wir  original  subscriptions,  had  forfeited  their  ri^t  to  vote  in  church 
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elections ;  that  the  ecclesiastical  judicatories  had  a  right  to  settle  the 
principles  in  regard  to  membership,  and  that  such  as  flew  in  the  face 
of  these  judicatories  lost  their  rights  ;  and  that  the  trustees,  therefore, 
elected  by  the  minority  were  the  true  trustees. 

Here  is  the  unanimous  opinion  of  the  three  justices  of  the  su- 
preme court.  It  is  in  direct  opposition  to  the  doubts  entertained  by 
chancellor  Walworth,  that  a  distinction  should  be  made  between 
church  and  congregation.  It  affirms  that  if  a  large  body  dissent  from 
the  judgment  of  the  ecclesiastical  judicatories,  and  carry  off*  the 
church  property  with  them,  they  must  restore  it.  That  if  they  en- 
deavour to  change  a  presbyterian  church  existing  under  a  regularly 
organized  church  government,  into  an  independent  church,  they 
will,  instead  of  effecting  their  purpose,  lose  their  rights  of  member- 
ship. 

A  case  which  came  up,  in  the  court  of  chancery  of 'this  state,  long 
before  the  present  controversy  arose,  and  which  was  decided  by 
chancellor  Williamson,  is  exactly  in  point.  It  was  a  case  in  which, 
on  a  division  of  the  church,  a  division  of  the  property  was  claimed 
on  equitable  principles.  I  allude  to  the  case  of  Rycutn  v.  Roomer 
which  was  tried  in  1822. 

In  this  case,  the  chancellor  took  the  correct  view  of  the  subject, 
declaring  that  the  property  did  not  belong  beneficially  to  the  con- 
gregation, but  to  the  religious  institution.  That  as  members,  in  its 
collective  capacity,  and  while  members  they  may  enjoy  and  manage 
the  property,  but  for  the  benefit  of  the  institution.  That  they  have 
DO  interest  which  they  can  divide,  but  a  mere  right  of  enjoyment  in- 
cidental to  membership.  That  he  cannot  deem  it  a  trust  for  two 
congregations,  and  that  the  old  congregation  is  entitled  to  the  whole 
of  the  property. 

I  have  now  brought  a  string  of  authorities  from  the  English  courts, 
and  from  the  courts  of  Massachusetts,  of  New  York,  and  of  New 
Jersey,  and  I  have,  I  hope,  established,  to  the  satisfaction  of  this 
court,  that  churches  are,  as  long  as  they  are  lawfully  conducted,  pro- 
tected by  the  law,  and  that  no  individual,  or  set  of  individuals,  have 
a  right  to  change  their  faith  and  discipline  in  fundamental  and 
essential  points.  They  are  a  trust,  protected  by  the  court  of 
chancery. 

The  cloud  of  suspension  and  doubt  on  the  mind  of  chancellor 
Walworth,  cannot  stand  against  this  galaxy  of  authority.  It  was 
not  doing  justice  to  that  distinguished  officer  to  bring  up  an  extra- 
judicial doubt  of  his  in  a  case  like  this  and  endeavour  to  pass  it  off 
as  a  precedent  He  himself,  if  the  present  case  were  before  him, 
woXild  disregard  this  doubt  extra-judicially  expressed,  if  on  more  ma- 
ture investigation  it  did  not  accord  with  his  deliberate  opinion.  Lord 
Eldon  was  in  the  practice  of  disregarding  his  own  extra-judicial  opi- 
nions. Justice  Duller  tells  us  that  no  person  was  more  ready  than  Lord 
Mansfield,  to  depart  from  his  nisi-prius  opinions,  though  they  were 
judicial  decisions,  when  convinced  that  they  were  wrong,  upon  fur- 
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tber  and  more  mature  reflection.  That  great  man,  of  whom  the 
fltme  justice  Buller  has  said,  that  he  seldom  discussed  a  point  of 
law,  but  all  around  him  were  lost  in  wonder  at  the  extent  of  the  hu- 
man intellect  That  great  man  did  not  hesitate  to  change  an  opinion 
hastily  formed,  after  moi'e  deliberate  consideration. 

The  religion  of  your  state  exists,  and  has  always  existed  in  the  form 
of  religious  societies,  established  for  the  support  and  promulgation  of 
particular  religious  doctrines  and  modes  of  worship,  and  organized 
under  regular  church  governments,  many  of  the  rules  of  which  are 
deeply  interwoven  wriih  religious  faith.  They  invite  all  your  citi- 
zens to  come  under  their  wings  and  to  receive  religious  and  moral 
instruction,  and  finally  to  be  prepared  for  partaking  of  their  highest 
spiritual  benefits.  You  are  now  to  determine  whether  you  will  con- 
tinue to  protect  these  religious  establishments  upon  the  principles  I 
have  stated  and  explained,  or  leave  them  to  the  mercy  of  the  winds 
and  waves. 

I  now  propose  to  show  that  the  **Hicksite"  party  have  seceded 
from  the  government  of  the  church. 

We  find  there  are  two  parties  having  a  separate  organization.  One 
alone  can  be  the  true  government  Which  is  the  old  government^ 
and  which  the  new  ? 

I  do  not  stop  to  inquire  about  violation  of  discipline  charged 
against  us  in  bringing  this  suit  originally.  Shotwell  was  not  a  mem^ 
bar  of  the  society  when  the  separation  took  place.  If  he  had  been, 
it  would  have  been  necessary  to  go  to  a  court  of  justice  for  redressy 
since,  after  the  separation,  there  was  no  other  common  religious  tri- 
bunal in  the  society  to  which  the  parties  could  resort 

This  yearly  meeting  was  established  in  1685.  It  was  a  regularly 
organized  body,  meeting  yearly,  and  adjourning  to  a  fixed  time  and 
place.  For  a  number  of  years  it  used  to  assemble  on  the  third 
second-day  of  the  fourth  month,  (third  Monday  of  April,)  in  the 
meeting  house  in  Arch  street,  Philadelphia.  In  1826  the  yearly 
meeting  held  a  regular  session,  and  transacted  business  as  usual.  The 
members  now  composing  each  of  these  parties  attended,  and  the 
meeting  was  regularly  adjourned. 

In  1827,  a  yearly  meeting  was  held  at  the  usual  time,  and  pursu- 
ant to  this  adjournment  Both  parties  met,  and  regularly  recognized 
its  existence  and  organization.  It  regularly  transacted  all  its  busi- 
ness, and  adjourned. 

The  court  will  find  an  account  of  these  transactions,  in  the  opinion 
of  the  late  chief  justice,  between  pages  21  and  23.  The  meeting 
that  was  regularly  organized  and  adjourned  in  1826,  and  that  regu- 
larly met  in  1827,  and  was  adjourned,  has  regularly  met  ever  sincQ 
at  the  usual  time  and  at  the  usual  place,  in  Arch  street,  and  is 
the  old  yearly  meeting  continued. 

It  is  contended  on  the  other  side,  that  this  meeting  was  absolutely 
dissolved — broken  up  into  its  original  elements,  and  that  they  have 
reorganized  it,  and  succeeded  to  all  its  rights.    They  allege  that  va- 
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rious  acts  of  miflconduct  led  to  its  dissolution.  They  call  those  wbo 
were  concerned  in  these  acts,  aristocrats,  men  of  wealth,  and  men 
who  have  raised  large  sums  out  of  custom  house  bonds,  &c.  &c. 

These  various  causes  alleged  are,  however,  trifles,  and  such  as  could 
have  been  easily  adjusted,  if  the  parties  were  not  divided  on  higher 
grounds.  Such  were  the  views  of  the  chief  justice,  to  whose  re- 
marks, on  page  58,  I  beg  the  attention  of  the  court     He  says : 

<<  In  the  course  of  this  investigation,  it  has  repeatedly  occurred  to 
me,  and  every  time  with  increasing  force,  that  the  grounds  of  divi- 
sion, if  no  difference  of  religious  faith  existed,  were  of  an  inferior 
and  evanescent  nature.  It  seems  to  me,  though  perhaps  I  am  unable, 
not  being  a  member  of  the  society,  properly  to  appreciate  the  matter; 
that  patience,  forbearance,  brotherly  kindness,  and  charity;  the 
meek  and  mild  spirit  which  has  been  believed  to  characterize  and 
adorn  the  genuine  Friend,  would,  under  the  smiles  and  blessings  of 
providence,  have  wrought  out  a  perfect  reconciliation,  have  brought 
again  these  discordant  minds  to  the  wonted  harmony,  and  the  unity 
ofthe  spirit  would  have  again  prevailed.  If,  indeed,  a  difference  of 
faith  and  doctrine  had  grown  up  and  become  strong ;  if  either  party 
had  fallen  off  from  the  ancient  principles  of  their  church,  and  I  u» 
the  term  here  as  did  Fox,  and  Barclay,  and  Penn,  the  breach  is  not 
the  subject  of  surprise,  and  it  must,  with  no  less  truth  and  regret,  be 
said,  <  between  us  and  you  there  is  a  great  gulf  fixed.'  " 

I  think  any  man  who  will  take  the  pains  to  inquire  into  the  alleged 
grounds  of  dissatisfaction,  will  assent  to  the  justness  of  the  chief  jus- 
tice's conclusion.  The  subjects  of  complaint,  supposing  there  is  no- 
thing kept  out  of  view,  are  of  a  trifling  and  evanescent  nature.  Bat 
if,  as  the  chief  justice  intimates,  there  was  something  rotten  in  one 
ofthe  parties :  if,  as  we  allege,  their  leader  had  become  a  socinian: 
if,  as  he  has  acknowledged  in  his  letters,  he  had  departed  from  his 
original  faith  :  if,  from  a  perusal  of  Priestley's  works,  and  the  ^^Ct- 
lestial  Magnet,"  he  had  changed  the  God  he  worshipped,  and  his 
party  have  followed  him  in  this  change,  the  reasons  they  give  for  dis- 
satisfaction with  the  Arch  street  yearly  meeting  must  be  regarded  is 
a  mere  pretext. 

That  a  radical  difference  of  opinion  was  the  ground  of  the  seces- 
sion, is  testified  to  by  Samuel  Bettle,  in  vol.  i.  p.  67,  and  by  Thomas 
Evans,  vol.  i.  p.  308-9. 

We  could  not  get  Abraham  Lower  to  speak  distinctly  on  this 
point,  because  he  had  taken  it  into  his  head  that  the  court  had  no 
right  to  inquire  into  matters  of  doctrine.  But  on  page  40,  vol.  i.  he 
is  asked  if  the  elders  in  Philadelphia  had  any  fjersonal  objection  to 
Elias  Hicks.  He  had  first  been  asked,  if  there  was  any  difference 
between  the  elders  and  Elias  Hicks  in  regard  to  doctrine.  This  he 
declined  to  answer,  on  the  ground  already  stated  :  and  he  would 
not  answer  the  question,  whether  there  was  any  personal  objectioD 
on  the  part  of  the  elders  to  Elias  Hicks,  because  he  supposed  it  to 
have  an  indirect  bearing  on  the  subject  of  doctrine.    His  silence 
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taks  yolumes.  He  shelters  himself  from  answering  the  question^ 
ler  the  pretext  that  they  had  no  right  to  inquire  about  doetrines, 
treby  clearly  intimating  that  the  objections  to  their  leader  rested 
his  doctrines,  and  were  not  of  a  personal  character. 
Here  is  a  ground  of  difference.  Here  is  a  real  apple  of  discord. 
1th  such  a  ground  of  dissension,  the  dispute  is  natural,  probable, 
ithout  it,  all  this  dissension  is  strange  and  unaccountable.  It  is 
ingc,  indeed,  that  this  society  always  moving  in  harmony,  should, 
en  Elias  Hicks  comes  among  them,  all  at  once  get  into  such  diffi- 
ties,  and  with  nothing  to  dispute  about.  Then,  one  side  becomes, 
at  once,  arbitrary  and  domineering.  The  other  declares  it  can 
ir  this  conduct  no  longer,  and  sets  up  a  new  government  on  the 
Dciples  of  the  American  revolution.  When  Elias  Hicks  comes 
ong  them,  with  Priestly  in  one  hand,  and  the  <<  Celestial  Mag- 
''  in  the  other,  then,  and  then  only,  the  elders  become  domineer* 
;,  and  then,  and  then  only,  is  it  necessary  to  effect  a  division. 
Inother^uggestion  of  great  importance  is  this:  that  this  division 
k  place  in  four  yearly  meetings  at  nearly  the  same  time.  In  1827 

division  was  effected  in  Philadelphia ;  and  in  the  next  year,  we 
ir  of  it  in  New  York,  Baltimore,  Ohio,  and  Indiana.  Each  yearly 
eting  split  into  two  parts.  All  the  '<  Hicksite"  meetings  are  in 
ty  with  one  another.  All  the  yearly  meetings  in  the  rest  of  the 
rid,  are  in  unity  with  Arch  street  yearly  meeting.    What  caused 

division  in  the  other  yearly  meetings  ?  Was  it  not  a  difference 
loctrine  ? 

lllow  me  to  call  your  attention  to  the  causes  which  are  supposed 
legitimatize  this  secession  on  the  part  of  the  <<  Hicksites.'' 
rhe  first  was  <^  the  insidious  effort  to  palm  a  creed  on  the  society." 
se  the  language  of  Abraham  Lower.  He  gives  us  an  account  of 
I  effort,  in  vol.  i.  p.  369,  of  the  testimony:  <<  A  jealousy  got  up, 
I  diffused  itself  all  over  the  society,  from  the  circumstance  of  this 
idious  effort  to  palm  a  creed  upon  it,  a  society  which  never  had  a 
ed,  and  so  far  as  my  knowledge  extends,  and  I  have  a  pretty  con- 
erable  acquaintance  with  the  writings  of  our  early  Friends,  never 
)lished  anything,  or  wrote  anything,  in  the  form  of  a  creed  for  its 
n  members;  but  on  divers  occasions  published  declarations  of  what 
y  believed,  generally  by  individuals,  to  vindicate  the  society  from 
\  false  charges  and  calumnies  which  were  published  against  them, 
order  to  make  it  appear,  that  they  were  not  christians.  The  so- 
ty  believing  now,  as  they  did  in  the  first  formation  of  it,  that  the 
id  of  union  by  which  it  was  bound  together,  was,  and  is,  as  Robert 
relay  expresses  it  in  his  pamphlet,  called,  <  Anarchy  of  the  Ran- 
I,'  the  *  life  of  righteousness,'  by  which  we  understand  in  the 
*uliar  characteristic  phraseology  of  the  society,  the  living  under 
I  government  of  the  <  light  within,^  or  in  other  words  <  Christ 
thin.'  " 

Samuel  Bettle  gives  us  another  account,  on  pages  71  and  72  :  ^  In 
t  year  1822,  there  was  a  discussion  in  a  public  paper  published  at 


Wilmington,  Delaware,  conducted  under  the  signatures  of  Pauland 
Amicus;  Paul  attacking  Friends,  and  Amicus  speaking  on  their  be- 
half; and  in  a  manner,  too,  which  showed  that  he  was  speaking  for 
the  society,  clearly.  After  this  discussion  had  progressed  for  a  con- 
siderable time,  Amicus  avowed  doctrines  as  parts  of  the  christian  faith 
which  we  could  not  accord  with;  they  appeared  to  us  of  a  socinian 
character  at  least :  and  these  essays,  which  first  appeared  in  a  news- 
paper, being  about  to  be  reprinted  in  form  of  a  book  for  a  more  ex- 
tensive circulation,  and  a  large  subscription  being  filled  for  that  pur- 
pose, it  became  the  duty  of  the  meeting  for  sufierings,  in  the  regular 
order  of  their  proceedings,  to  notice  the  subject:  and  they  did  so 
notice  it  by  appointing  a  committee:  that  committee  pursued  the 
usual  course  in  such  cases;  they  prepared  a  statement  of  what  were  f 
the  views  of  Friends  on  the  points  I  have  alluded  to :  I  was  of  that  com-  t 
mittee:  we  concluded  it  would  be  best  to  use  the  languagb  of  ap- 
proved writers  of  our  society ;  and  we  accordingly  did  so,  making 
use  of  our  own  terms  no  further  than  was  necessary  to  connect  the 
subjects;  making  extracts  from  various  approved  authors:  we  pro- 
duced these  extracts  to  the  meeting  for  sufferings.  The  meeting 
united  with  the  report  of  the  committee,  and  made  a  minute  on  the 
subject  A  Friend  was  desired  to  call  on  the  editor  at  Wilmington, 
who  was  about  to  publish  the  essays  above  mentioned,  who  did  call 
on  him,  and  the  editor  engaged  to  publish  the  minute  in  his  news- 
paper, but  objected  to  publishing  anything  on  the  subject  in  his  book. 
He  accordingly  did  publish  the  minute  in  his  paper,  but  declined 
saying  anything  on  the  subject  in  his  book,  for  reasons  which  he 
save;  among  others  was  this,  that  the  subscribers  would  probably  be 
dissatisfied.  The  meeting  for  sufierings,  therefore,  were  under  the 
necessity  of  publishing  these  extracts  themselves;  and  they  entered 
it  on  their  minutes,  and  did  print  an  edition  of  it.  Now  then,  in  th^ 
yearly  meeting  for  1823,  when  the  minutes  of  the  meeting  for  suf- 
ferings were  read,  and  they  are  always  read,  these  extracts  from  the 
writings  of  ancient  Friends  were  read  as  part  of  them — they  were  on 
the  minutes:  considerable  objection  was  made  to  that  part  of  the  pro-  f 
ceedings  of  the  meeting  for  sufierings.  One  man  said  he  could  not 
unite  with  those  doctrines ;  another,  that  they  were  contrary  to  rea- 
son, Scripture,  and  revelation ;  another  went  into  an  argument  to 
show  that  the  Scripture  text,  to  wit,  <  there  are  three  that  bear 
record  in  heaven,*  was  a  disputed  text;  and  tried  to  show  that  it 
was  spurious :  he  appeared  to  me  to  be  but  a  novice  in  the  subject;  he 
quoted  Sir  Isaac  Newton — I  think  it  was  Sir  Isaac  Newton— -he 
might  or  might  not  have  mentioned  his  name;  I  gathered  it  from 
what  he  said.  These  kind  of  occurrences  were  very  unusual  in  our 
meetings,  they  never  had  occurred  within  my  knowledge.  The  ex- 
citement being  considerable,  the  meeting  adjourned  until  the  next 
morning.  When  the  meeting  assembled  next  morning,  it  was  pro- 
posed that  the  extracts  should  be  stricken  ofi*  the  minutes  of  the  meet- 
ing for  sufierings:  objection  was  made  to  that,  on  the  ground  that  it 
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vould  be  a  disavowal  of  the  doctrines  held  by  Friends,  these  extracts 
leing  taken  from  the  writings  of  approved  Friends.  Very  conside- 
able  difficulty  occurred  in  the  meeting  from  the  persevering  objec- 
ions  of  a  number  of  individuals,  every  one  of  whom,  every  indivi- 
lual  of  whom,  for  I  sat  in  a  position  to  see  and  know  them  atl,  have 
lince  gone  off  in  the  separation.  I  was  at  the  table  as  clerk — it  was 
ny  duty  to  serve  the  meeting:  perceiving  the  embarrassment  the 
neeting  was  in,  on  the  one  hand  to  expunge,  and  on  the  other  a  de- 
nre  to  retain,  I  arose  and  stated  to  the  meeting  my  duty  and  wish  to 
tct  as  its  servant;  and  after  presenting  to  the  meeting  the  State  of  the 
sase,  as  1  apprehended  it  at  that  time,  I  proposed  to  them  to  avoid 
x>th  difficulties  by  simply  suspending  the  publication;  not  taking  it 
dS*  the  minutes,  and  not  circulating  the  pamphlets,  but  leaving  the 
!ttb}ect  This  proposition  was  finally  acquiesced  in,  and  the  business 
90  settled.  I  have  mentioned  in  the  former  part  of  my  examination, 
my  firm  belief  that  doctrines  were  the  grounds  of  separation :  this 
was  one  of  the  things  that  operated  on  my  mind  to  induce  the  belief 
that  there  was  an  unsettlement  on  the  minds  of  many  as  far  back  as 
that,  in  regard  to  the  doctrines  of  Friends.  The  person  who  reasoned 
on  the  spuriousness  of  the  text,  belonged  to  our  own  meeting;  and 
well  known  to  me:  he  was  under  dealing  subsequently,  and  not 
many  months  after.  He  told  the  committee  appointed  by  the  monthly 
meeting  that  visited  him,  that  he  was  a  unitarian — ^that  he  did  not 
unite  with  Friendsr— that  he  was  a  unitarian,  and  acquiesced  in  the 
disownment" 

I  have  already  adverted  to  the  ground  of  objection  to  the  extracts. 
They  objected  to  the  doctrines  contained  in  them.  Not  a  member 
of  the  court  will  disagree  with  me  in  declaring,  that  they  perfectly 
agree  with  the  writings  of  ancient  Friends.  What  ground,  then,  had 
toe  revolutionists,  for  trampling  these  ancient  institutions  into  the 
dust? 

"  Why,  it  was  a  creed  !^'  they  exclaim.  It  is  a  sufficient  reply  to 
this  to  say,  that  such  testimonies  were  used  on  former  occasions. 
The  chief  justice  enumerates  the  instances,  and  declares  there  would 
be  no  difficulty  in  gathering  from  such  publications,  the  doctrines  of 
the  society. 

The  substance  of  his  remarks  are,  that  Friends  had  never  pub- 
lished anything  in  the  form  of  a  creed:  but  only  published  declara- 
tions of  their  faith,  to  defend  themselves  from  the  charges  made 
against  them,  that  they  were  not  christians.  Well,  what  is  this  more? 
Is  the  design  of  these  extracts  anything  more  than  to  show  that 
Friends  are  christians  ?  A  writer  under  the  signature  of  Amicus, 
professing  himself  a  Friend,  had  put  forth  socinian  doctrines,  and  it 
was  to  show  that  they  were  not  socinians,  that  they  put  forth  these 
extracts.  To  a  creed  which  should  impose  temporal  penalties,  the 
society  has  always  objected:  but  they  never  objected  to  setting  forth 
their  religious  faith ;  call  it  creed,  or  call  it  what  you  will. 
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There  certainly  was  a  call  for  the  publication  at  this  time.  The 
real  objection  to  it  on  the  part  of  the  <^  Hicksites/'  was  on  accoant 
of  the  doctrine  it  contained.  It  was  an  answer  to  such  doctrine  ai 
Elias  Hicks  was  preaching  from  the  pulpit  They  prevented  the 
publication  of  the  extracts :  and  yet  made  this  opposition  oo  oae 
side  to  socinianism,  in  1823,  the  ground  on  which  they  undertook 
to  destroy  the  society  in  1827.  They  were  opposed  to  the  publica- 
tion of  the  extracts.  They  made  one  effort  to  take  them  off  the 
minutes  of  the  meeting  for  sufferings;  the  conflict  finally  resulted, 
as  A.  Lower  says,  in  an  agreement,  that  the  extracts  should  remain 
on  the  minutes,  but  should  not  be  published.  The  truth  is,  thit 
Elias  Hicks  had  so  much  influence  in  1823,  as  to  prevent  the  pubb- 
cation  of  the  extracts. 

Allow  me  to  call  your  attention  to  the  view  the  chief  justice  takes 
of  this  subject,  on  pages  43  and  44.  After  quoting  Abraham 
Lower's  account,  from  the  1st  volume  of  the  Evidence,  page  369, 
and  comparing  it  with  the  account  given  by  Samuel  Settle,  in  p.  72, 
he  says : 

<<  How  far  this  explanation  may  serve  to  show  that  the  measure 
was  in  conformity  with  ancient  custom,  and  called  for  by  the 
exigency  of  the  occasion  ;  or  how  far  it  was  an  insidious  effort  to 
impose  a  creed ;  or  how  far  the  fear  was  well  founded  that  an  at- 
tempt was  made  to  trammel  conscientious  rights,  or  to  abridge  the 
right  of  private  judgment,  I  shall  not  undertake  to  decide. 

<<  It  is  enough  to  say,  that  if  such  a  design  existed,  if  such  ao 
effort  was  made,  the  design  was  frustrated,  the  effort  was  defeated: 
and  the  authors  of  it  met  with  a  just  but  silent  rebuke.  But  the  at- 
tempt did  not  impair  the  solidity  of  the  yearly  meeting  to  which  it 
was  proposed.  I  cannot  believe  that  the  proposal,  by  a  committee 
of  congress,  of  an  unconstitutional  or  oppressive  law,  would  annihi- 
late that  body,  or  abrogate  the  constitution.  The  wildest  and  most 
visionary  theorists  would  not,  I  believe,  venture  on  such  bold  and 
untenable  ground." 

Here,  and  in  the  following  pages,  the  chief  justice  considers  the 
extracts  on  the  supposition  of  their  being  a  creed,  and  objectionable 
on  that  account,  and  says  that,  if  they  were,  thai  would  not  justify  a 
dissolution  of  the  society. 

<<  This  matter  of  religious  faith  and  doctrine  of  a  creed,  has,''  con- 
tinues the  chief  justice,  <<  directly  or  indirectly  filled  up  a  large  por- 
tion of  the  volumes  of  evidence  before  us,  was  the  subject  of  many 
remarks  in  the  arguments  of  the  counsel  at  the  bar  of  this  court,  has 
been  the  cause  of  much  anxiety  and  alarm  :  and  misunderstandings 
in  respect  to  it,  have,  I  doubt  not,  had  great  influence  in  bringing 
about  the  lamented  rupture  in  this  respectable  society.  I  fear  the 
matter  has  been  greatly  misunderstood,  if  not  greatly  misrepresent- 
ed. This  society  has,  and  from  the  nature  of  things  must  have,  its 
faith  and  doctrines,  its  distinguishing  faith  and  doctrinea  They 
would,  unhesitatingly,  repudiate  the  tenets  of  Confucius,  of  Bra- 
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ly  or  of  Mohammed.^  They  believe  Mn  Christ,  and  him  cnici- 
?'  They  bear  both  public  and  private  testimony  of  their  faith, 
sy  have  repeatedly  declared  it,  and  published  it  to  the  world.  They 
e  a  confession  of  faith  and  a  catechism.  A  declaration  of  faitfa 
issued  on  behalf  oif  the  society,  in  the  year  1693,  was  approved 
the  morning  meeting  of  London,  and  published  by  the  yearly 
^ting  of  Philadelphia,  in  or  about  1730.  It  is,  I  suppose,  the 
le  which  is  to  be  found  in  SewaPs  History,  (2d  vol.  p.  472.)  It 
ports  to  be  ^  a  declaration  of  what  our  christian  belief  and  profes- 
1  has  been  and  is,'  and  contains  an  exposition  of  belief,  in  respect 
fesus  Christ,  his  suffering,  death,  and  resurrection,  and  the  general 
cirrection  of  the  dead,  and  the  final  judgment.  Sewal,  (2d  vol. 
483,)  gives  what  he  calls  <a  confession  of  faith,'  which  was  by 
orge  Whitehead,  and  others,  presented  to  Parliament,  in  Decem- 
'  1693,  and  begins  thus  :  <  Be  it  known  to  all,  that  we  sincerely 
ieve  and  confess.'  The  yearly  meeting,  as  early  as  1701,  by 
ir  direction,  and  at  their  expense,  circulated  Barclay's  Apology, 
I  his  catechism  and  confession  of  faith,  as  containing  the  doctrines 
1  tenets  of  the  society  of  Friends.  What  is  a  creed  but  an  exhi- 
ion  of  faith  and  doctrine  ?  Why,  then,  should  the  tocsin  now 
sounded  among  a  people,  who,  a  well  informed  member  tells  us, 
7e  more  frequently  tl)an  any  other  religious  community  exhibited 
the  world  their  principles  and  faith." 

I  trust  this  court  concurs  with  the  chief  justice  in  the  opinion. 
It  this  society  would  have  been  justifiable  in  publishing  a  state- 
sot  of  its  doctrines — that  they  would  have  been  justifiable  in  show- 
g  that  the  doctrines  Amicus  ascribed  to  them,  were  not  the  doo- 
ines  of  the  society :  and  that  the  doctrines  of  the  society  were 
ch  as  are  to  be  found  in  the  writings  of  ancient  Friends,  as  copied 
to  these  extracts. 

The  ^  Hicksites"  objected  to  it,  and  were  powerful  enough  to  pre- 
snt  the  publication.  Such  having  been  the  result,  it  does  appear 
ivolous  to  me,  to  bring  forward  a  paper  which  was  disposed  of  in 
123,  as  the  grounds  of  a  dissolution  of  the  society  in  1827. 
The  next  ground  of  objection  to  the  old  yearly  meeting,  is  its 
nission  to  perform  certain  duties,  in  its  collective  capacity.  It  is 
leged  that  reports  from  different  quarterly  meetings,  as  the  appeal 
om  the  southern  quarter  on  the  rejecting  of  their  representatives, 
i  the  meeting  for  sufferings,  and  the  application  from  Bucks  quarter, 
specting  the  manner  of  choosing  elders  and  representatives  to  con- 
itate  the  meeting  for  sufferings,  were  all  laid  by,  except  the  case  of 
eonard  Snowden,  which  was  referred  to  the  Philadelphia  quarterly 
leeting.  It  seems  to  have  been  generally  understood,  that  the  meet- 
ig  watf  not  in  a  qualified  state  to  enter  upon  the  investigation  of 
ich  subjects :  and  it  appears  that  it  was  the  intention  to  take  them 
[>  at  some  future  period.  This  is  testified  to  by  Samuel  Bettle,  p.  87, 
>L  i.  Thomas  Evans,  p.  276,  and  Halliday  Jackson,  p.  55.  vol.  ii. 
was  according  to  the  practice  of  the  society  to  defer  cases  in  tlt(N«& 
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of  excitement.  Both  parties  concurred  itk  deferring  these 
Yet  this  is  brought  forward  as  a  ground  for  dissolving  the  old  yearly 
meeting.  It  has  always  been  the  practice  of  the  society ,  when  undue 
excitement  prevails,  to  lay  the  matter  over  when  it  can  be  dooep 
Yet  one  of  the  witnesses  speaks  as  if  that  '<  destroyed  the  yearly 
meeting,  or  warranted  a  part  to  meet  and  exclude  ail  the  rest"  The 
chief  justice  goes  over  this  subject  amply,  in  his  decision,  to  which  I 
beg  to  refer  the  court. 

Sirs,  if  these  doctrines  are  to  prevail,  such  will  be  the  cona^ 
quences  in  every  society,  civil  and  religious.  If  when  excitemeots 
arise,  the  existence  of  such  excitement  is  made  a  legitimate  preteit 
for  dissolving  the  society,  a  party  wishing  to  dissolve  it  in  order  to 
re-organize  it  to  the  exclusion  of  their  opponents,  will  readily  raise 
an  excitement  to  effect  their  purpose  and  destroy  the  institution.-^ 
All  your  institutions,  civil  and  religious,  are  subject,  occasioo- 
ally,  to  differences  of  opinion  and  undue  excitements ;  and  all  of 
them  will  be  dissolved  and  re-organized  by  a  party,  to  the  exclusioa 
of  the  rest,  if  these  doctrines  are  to  prevail.  The  course  the 
society  of  Friends  took  on  this  occasion,  and  it  did  them  credit^ 
was  that  of  laying  these  exciting  cases  aside  for  awhile.  The  tea- 
dency  of  the  proceeding  was  to  remove  disorder.  The  policy  of 
deferring  these  questions,  that  passion  might  be  allayed,  was  agreed  * 
to  by  each  party  :  and  afterwards  made'  a  pretext  by  one  party  for 
destroying  the  society. 

I  now  come  to  a  cause,  which  Abraham  Lower  tells  us,  was  the 
most  prominent  cause  of  the  division  of  the  society;  and  that  wasi 
pretended  disrespect  to  Elias  Hicks,  while  attending  one  of  their 
meetings  for  discipline,  in  the  year  181*9. 

He  states  that  Jonathan  Evans  caused  an  adjournment  of  a  monthly 
meeting,  while  Elias  Hicks  was  in  the  women's  apartment ;  and  io* 
timates  that  this  treatment  of  a  minister  of  the  Gospel,  was  such  tf 
ought  to  cause  a  dissolution  of  the  society.  It  held  together  for 
eight  or  nine  years  after  this  shock,  but  tumbled  to  pieces  at  last 

It  is  related  on  page  354,  of  the  1st  vol.  of  testimony  : 

<«  Q.  Will  you  relate  what  you  understand  to  have  been  the  causes 
of  the  division  in  the  society,  as  nearly  as  you  can,  according  to 
dates  ? 

<<  A.  The  most  prominent  cause  of  a  public  nature,  I  consider  to 
be,  the  public  opposition  or  disrespect  manifested  by  the  members 
of  Pine  street  monthly  meeting,  by  the  agency  and  influence  of  Jo- 
nathan Evans,  in  breaking  up  the  men's  meeting,  or  closing  it,  whilst 
Elias  Hicks  was,  with  the  consent  and  approbation  of  that  monthly 
meeting,  engaged  in  the  women's  department,  in  the  prosecution  of 
his  religious  concern.  It  gave  much  concern,  uneasiness,  and  dis- 
satisfaction to  a  large  part  of  the  society,  who  became  acquainted 
with  the  circumstances,  as  far  as  my  knowledge  extends." 

On  his  cross  examination,  he  makes  some  further  disclosures,  io 
same  vol.  p.  408 : 
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<'  Q.  YoQ  have  stated  that  the  most  prominent  cause  of  the  sepa- 
lion  spoken  of,  was  the  public  disrespect  or  opposition  manifested 

the  members  of  the  Pine  street  monthly  meeting,  by  the  agency 
d  influence  of  Jonathan  Evans  in  closing  the  men's  meeting, 
bilst  Elias  Hicks  was  engaged  in  the  women's  meeting.  How  did 
nathan  Evans  exercise  that  agency  and  influence,  and  what  was  its 
aracter? 

<<  A.  I  was  not  there.  What  knowledge  I  have  of  it,  is  derived 
)m  common  report:  but  one  thing  I  am  persuaded  of,  from  my 
vn  observation,  that  in  getting  up  or  promoting  such  measures  of 
.  odious  character,  he  was  generally  cunning  enough  to  work  by 
;ents;  and  in  this  instance,  I  think  I  understood  that  Benjamin  Kite, 
member  of  another  monthly  meeting,  was  there,  and  acted  in  that 
sc,  whom  I  should  have  supposed,  and  do  suppose,  would  not  have 
ired  to  have  acted  contrary  to  what  would  have  been  agreeable  to 
inathan  Evans,  and  the  party  generally,  or  that  portion  of  them  in 
,at  meeting,  who,  with  the  activity  of  his  sons,  were  enabled  against 
larger  number  than  was  arrayed  on  their  side,  to  carry  their  mea- 
ires;  having  the  clerk  wkh  them,  and  under  their  control,  as  they 
ere  mostly  provided  with  that  advantage,  and  which  was  a  great 
igine  of  oppression. 

<<  Q.  Do  I  understand  you  to  say,  that  Benjamin  Kite  was  the  per- 
)n  who  closed  the  monthly  meeting  upon  that  occasion  ? 

<<  iV.  I  did  not  mean  to  say  so,  and  I  think  I  did  not. 

<<  Q.  Had  not  the  monthly  meeting  finished  its  business,  before  it 
•as  so  closed  ? 

*'  A.  I  say  again,  I  was  not  there.  I  think  it  probable  that  they 
ad  closed  their  business,  and  notwithstanding  it  was  deemed  ex- 
eedingly  indecorous  and  disrespectful  to  the  individual,  to  be  thus 
•eated." 

In  page  410,  he  tells  us,  that  under  the  discipline  of  the  society, 
lere  is  no  obligation  on  a  meeting  to  continue  its  sittings  because  a 
unister  is  in  the  women^s  apartment;  that  it  may  adjourn  when  it 
leases,  and  that  the  yearly  meeting  has  frequently  adjourned,  while 
linisters  have  been  visiting  the  women's  meeting. 

Now  as  this  is  stated  as  the  first  of  these  causes  of  division,  which 
Itimately  led  to  the  dissolution  of  the  society,  I  refer  for  another 
ccount  of  it  to  Thomas  Evans'  testimony,  p.  376,  vol.  ii. 

^  After  the  men's  meeting  had  sat  a  long  time,  Elias  Hicks  made 
proposal  to  visit  the  women's  meeting,  and  obtained  consent  to 
oso. 

"  Soon  after  he  went  into  the  women's  apartment,  the  men's  meet- 
}g  came  to  a  decision,  without  a  dissentiriff  voicCy  that  it  had  pro- 
eeded  as  far  in  the  transaction  of  its  business,  as  it  would  be  proper 
)  go  at  that  sitting.  The  business  was  accordingly  suspended,  and 
le  meeting  sat  a  considerable  time  in  silence,  waiting  for  the  return 
f  Elias  Hicks.    Isaac  W.  Morris  then  observed,  that  as  the  meeting 
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had  finished  its  business  for  the  day,  he  thought  it  unnecessary  thi 
so  many  Friends  should  be  detained,  merely  to  wait  for  the  retur 
of  Ellas  Hicks  into  the  men's  meeting,  and  proposed  that  <theroeel 
ing  should  close.'  Many  Friends  expressed  their  approbation  of  thi 
when  John  Hunt,  of  Darby,  said  that  he  thought  it  might  be  com 
dered  to  be  intended  ^m  slight  on  Elias  Hicks,  if  the  meeting  shoal 
adjourn;  to  which  it  was  replied,  that  no  such  inference  could  jostl 
be  drawn,  inasmuch  as  the  men's  yearly  meeting  had  several  time 
adjourned,  while  ministers  from  it  were  engaged  in  a  visit  to  thewc 
men's  apartment  Three  or  four  of  the  members  of  Pine  street  meei 
ing,  at  first  seemed  to  coincide  with  John  Hunt's  views ;  but  aftc 
this  explanation,  no  further  objection  was  made,  and  the  meeting  di 
accordingly  close." 

Here  it  appears  that  the  subject  of  the  adjournment  was  duly  cw 
sidered,  and  the  objection  on  account  of  the  situation  of  Elias  Hid 
in  the  women's  apartment  was  also  taken  into  consideration;  u 
that  the  adjournment  was  made  after  it  had  been  mentioned  that  a 
perior  meetings  had  adjourned  several  times,  while  ministers  wa 
engaged  in  the  women^s  apartment  AH*  were  then  perfectly  sidi 
fied  Uiat  the  adjournment  would  not  be  a  slight  on  Elias  Hicks;  lo 
yet  this  petty  and  frivolous  account  is  given  as  the  prime  cause  ( 
the  division  in  the  society  which  eventuated  in  its  crumbling  t 
pieces. 

In  page  410,  vol.  1,  Abraham  Lower  admits  that  adjoummeot 
under  such  circumstances  had  taken  place  in  the  yearly  meetioj 
Other  witnesses  say  they  had  frequently  occurred ;  and  yet  a  triflin 
circumstance  like  this  is  brought  up  as  one  of  the  causes,  in  thiseffiv 
to  hunt  up  some  cause^  in  order  to  conceal  the  real  grounds  of  a  div 
sion,  which,  they  say,  resulted  in  a.dissolution  of  the  society. 

The.  next  reason  assigned  is,  that  the  southern  quarter  undertOQ 
to  change  its  representatives  in  the  meeting  for  sufferings,  and  w; 
opposed  in  this  proceeding. 

Here  we  find  Elias  Hicks  intervening  again.  The  reason  wl 
the  representatives  were  to  be  changed,  was,  that  some  of  them  we 
opposed  to  Elias  Hicks.  If  they  can  only  introduce  that  an 
among  them,  and  he  is  permitted  to  preach  what  doctrines  he  nu 
please  to  advance,  and  the  elders  make  no  opposition  to  him, » 
issue  no  publications  stating  the  true  doctrines  of  the  society,  th( 
are  satisfied,  and  all  goes  on  smoothly  enough  ;  but  the  moment  ai 
attempt  is  made  to  prevent  his  promulgating  of  unsound  doctrifl 
the  moment  any  individuals  are  discovered  not  to  unite  with  EU 
Hicks,  whether  they  are  elders  or  not,  they  must  be  removed  ( 
account  of  their  opposition  to  Elias  Hicks!  But  had  they  powar 
remove  them  ?  Under  the  circumstances  which  then  existed,  tl 
was,  at  least,'  doubtful. 

I  would  call  the  attention  of  the  court  to  what  is  said  on  pages 
and  55  of  the  Discipline. 
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^<In  order  that  this  yearly  meeting  with  its  several  branches, 
light  be  properly  represented  in  the  intervals  thereof,  on  emergent 
ecasions,  a  meeting  was  instituted  anno  1756,  by  the  name  of  the 
Meeting  for  Sufferings;'  which  it  was  agreed  should  consist  of 
velve  Friends,  appointed  by  the  yearly  meeting  (living  in  or  near 
Philadelphia,  for  the  convenience  of  getting  soon  together,)  and  also 
f  four  Friends  chosen  out  of  each  of  the  quarterly  meetings ;  who 
rare  directed  to  meet  together  in  Philadelphia  forthwith,  for  the  regu- 
ition  of  its  future  meetings,  which  are  subject  to  the  following  rules: 

**  Fourth.  In  case  of  the  decease  of  any  Friend  or  Friends, 
ominatcd  either  by  the  yearly  meeting  or  quarterly  meetings,  or  of 
heir  declining  or  neglecting  their  attendance  for  the  space  of  twelve 
lonths,  the  meeting  for  suii'crings  (if  it  be  thought  expedient)  may 
boose  others  in  his  or  their  stead,  to  serve  to  the  time  of  the  next 
-early  meeting*  or  till  the  places  of  those  who  have  represented  the 
uarterly  meetings  shall  be  supplied  by  new  appointments." 

Here  the  discipline  prescribes  the  manner  in  which  members  of 
he  meeting  for  sufferings  may  be  removed  in  two  cases.  In  cases 
f  their  declining,  or  neglecting  to  attend,  the  meeting  for  sufferings 
nay  supply  their  places  pro  tempore.  Had-  the  quarterly  meeting 
right  to  remove  these  representatives  at  pleasure,  and  substitute 
Ihers.  If  it  had  the  power,  it  does  not  appear  to  have  been  given 
»  it  by  the  discipline. 

As  it  appears  to  have  been  a  case  not  provided  for  in  the  disci- 
line,  the  meeting  for  sufferings  wished  for  time  to  consider  if  the 
outhern  quarterly  meeting  had  this  power.  On  this  subject  I  refer 
0  Exhibit,  No.  47,  on  page  477,  of  Depositions,  vol.  2. 

«At  a  meeting  for  sufferings,  held  in  Philadelphia  the  15th  of 
weifth  month,  1826,  present  forty-two  members — 

«The  southern  quarterly  meeting  having  taken  into  consideration 
n  entire  revision  of  their  representation  in  this  meeting,  and  in 
ighth-month  last,  made  an  almost  total  change  therein  ;  as  the  sub- 
Bet  was  quite  unprecedented,  and  it  appearing  that  such  a  measure 
ras  not  contemplated  by  the  discipline,  the  whole  matter  was  com- 
(kitted  to  a  number  of  Friends  at  our  la.st  meeting,  who,  after  deli- 
crate  consideration,  produced  the  following  report,  viz. : 

<<  «The  committee  appointed  to  consider  the  minute  received  from 
he  southern  quarterly  meeting  report,  that  upon  consideration,  dif- 
£uUie8  to  the  accepting  the  said  minute  had  occurred ;  and  it  was 
initedly  agreed  to  suggest,  for  the  consideration  of  the  meeting  for 
ufferings,  whether  it  would  not  be  expedient,  and  tend  to  the  har- 
aonious  resulting  of  the  subject,  to  appoint  a  committee  to  confer 
n\h  the  quarterly  meeting,  or  a  committee  thereof,  if  such  should 
e  appointed.' 

« In  accordance  with  this,  the  following  Friends  are  appointed, 
iz:  John  Cox,  Samuel  Bettle,  Thomas  Wistar,  William  Newbold, 
ohn  Tatum. 
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"At  a  meeting  for  sufferings,  held  in  Philadelphia, the  19th  o 
first-month,  1827,  present  thirty-one  members — 

<<  John  Cooke  and  Philip  Price  are  added  to  the  committee  ap 
pointed  at  our  last  meeting,  to  attend  the  southern  quarterly  meeting 

<<  At  a  meeting  for  sufferings,  held  in  Philadelphia,  on  the  16th  o 
third-month,  1827,  present  forty-five  members — 

'^The  committee  appointed  to  attend  the  southern  quarterly  meet* 
ing,  presented  the  following  report,  viz. : 

"  7b  /Ac  Meeting  for  Sufferings. 

<<  The  committee  appointed  to  confer  with  the  southern  quarterly 
meeting,  respecting  the  difficulties  the  meeting  for  sufferings  hare 
experienced,  in  consequence  of  their  minute  of  eighth-month  last, 
report, — That,  believing  a  personal  conference  would  afford  the  \xA 
opportunity  of  entering  into  a  full  examination  and  mutual  under 
standing  of  the  subject,  three  of  our  number  proceeded  to  Littk 
Creek,  and  attended  that  quarterly  meeting  with  the  minute  of  ooi 
appointment.  The  committee  assured  the  quarterly  meeting,  thai 
the  meeting  for  sufferings  did  not  assume  the  privilege  of  interfering 
with  the  appointment  of  representatives — the  right  of  the  quarteri] 
meeting  to  select  such  Friends  as  they  might  deem  suitable  forth 
service,  and  also  to  fill  all  vacancies  that  might  from  time  to  tinu 
occur,  was  not  questioned.  The  meeting  for  sufferings  never  hac 
attempted  to  interfere  on  this  subject :  the  difficulty  that  presentee 
op  the  present  occasion,  arose  from  a  belief  that  no  vacancy  had  oe 
curred.  The  discipline  establishing  the  meeting  for  sufferings,  di 
rects  that  twelve  Friends  shall  be  appointed  by  the  yearly  meeting 
and  four  out  of  each  of  the  quarters  ;  the  only  cases  which  consti 
tute  a  vacancy,  and  which  call  for  re-appointment,  are  death,  resig 
nation,  or  neglect  of  attendance ;  and  the  uniform  practice  of  thi 
society,  for  seventy  years,  has  been  in  accordance  with  the  disci 
pline,  which  could  only  be  altered  by  the  yearly  meeting;  forwi 
apprehend  it  must  appear  manifest,  that  some  fixed  general  rule  wt 
indispensable,  or  otherwise  each  of  the  quarterly  meetings  migk 
change  the  discipline  or  practice,  as  from  time  to  time  circumstance 
might  induce  them  to  think  a  change  desirable :  hence,  great  variety 
and  even  contrary  and  opposing  practice,  might  exist  in  the  differen 
quarters;  and  hence  perplexity  and  uncertainty  in  the  meeting foi 
sufferings.  That  no  change  in  the  rule  of  society  on  the  subject 
could  be  made  but  by  the  yearly  meeting,  seems  to  be  the  geneit 
sense  of  Friends,  and  two  years  ago,  a  proposal  to  consider  the  ex 
pediency  of  all  appointments  being  for  a  limited  time,  was  reguiarl] 
brought  up  by  one  of  the  quarters,  and  on  consideration,  the  yeari; 
meeting  decided,  that  way  did  not  open  to  make  the  proposed  changi 
The  meeting  for  sufferings,  therefore,  adverting  to  the  present  diad 
pline,  the  uniform  practice  of  society,  and  the  recent  decision  of  th 
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'early  meeting  on  this  very  point,  felt  great  difficulty  in  accepting 
minute  which  appears  to  be  in  contravention  of  ail  past  proceed- 
ng8  and  rule;  but  desirous  of  avoiding  any  collision  with  a  quarterly 
oeeting,  they  were  informed  that  we  were  appointed,  if  ihey  should 
hink  proper  to  separate  a  committee  for  the  purpose,  to  enter  into 
,  full  consideration  of  the  whole  subject,  with  a  hope  that  such  a 
lonference  might  result  in  some  conclusion  which  would  be  to  mu- 
ual  satisfaction.  The  quarterly  meeting,  however,  declined  ap- 
>ointing  a  committee,  or  in  any  way  explaining  their  views  of  the 
lubject. 

John  Tatum, 
John  Cox,  William  Newbold, 

[Signed.]  Philip  Price,  John  Cooke, 

Thomas  Wistar,        Samuel  Bettle. 
Thini-nionthy  1 5th,  1827." 

Here  then  is  a  practice,  which,  according  to  the  report  of  tho  com- 
nitteey  had  existed  for  upwards  of  seventy  years,  of  appointing  new 
nembers  only  when  vacancies  occurred.  How  such  a  practice,  so 
ong  continued,  could  be  suddenly  set  aside,  I  am  at  a  loss  to  con- 
ieive;  especially  when  it  appears  that,  only  two  years  before,  an  ef- 
'ort  was  made  to  limit  the  term  of  these  officers,  and  that  the  effisrt 
nras  not  concurred  in. 

Court  adjourned. 


Tuesday  fnorning,  9  o^clock. 
Mb.  Wood  resumed: 

I  was  addressing  t)ie  court  last  evening  on  the  subject  of  the  change 
)f  representatives  in  the  meeting  for  sufferings,  made  by  the  southern 
jnarter;  and  I  think  I  succeeded  in  showing  that  it  was  made  by 
the  *<  Hicksite"  party  in  that  quarter,  in  consequence  of  their  ob- 
iecting  to  the  doctrines  of  Elias  Hicks.  I  read  a  passage  from  page 
55,  of  the  Discipline,  setting  forth  what  were  the  circumstances 
jnder  which  removals  were  warranted ;  and  I  showed  that  the  pro- 
risions  of  that  discipline  were  altogether  incompatible  with  the  idea 
)f  the  representatives  being  removable  at  pleasure.  It  cannot  surely 
be  seriously  pretended  that  those  ])ersons  who  are  appointed  by  the 
quarterly  meeting,  may  be  removed  at  pleasure.  The  power  of  ap- 
pointment does  not  imply  a  power  of  removal,  especially  where  a 
node  of  removal  is  distinctly  provided  for.  The  Senate  appoint 
the  judges  of  the  supreme  court  of  the  United  States,  but  that  ap- 
pointment is  not  at  all  connected  with  any  power  of  dismissal,  and 
vhen,  in  this  case,  the  discipline  points  out. the  only  causes  on  ac- 
»aDt  of  which  a  removal  from  office  is  contemplated  and  sanctioned, 
1 18  not  in  the  power  of  any  of  the  members  to  add  or  to  substitute 
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others.    The  only  evidence  to  tiiis  point  is  that  of  Halliday  Jackson, 
2d  vol.  p.  48: 

"^  In  case  of  the  decease  of  any  Friend  or  Friendsy  nominated 
either  by  the  yearly  meeting  or  quarterly  meetings,  or  of  their  de* 
dining,  or  neglecting  their  attendance  for  the  space  of  twelve 
months,  the  meeting  for  sufferings,  if  it  be  thought  expedient,  may 
choose  others  in  his  or  their  stead,  to  serve  till  the  time  of  the  next 
yearly  meeting,  or  till  the  places  of  those  who  have  represented  tiie 
quarterly  meeting  shall  be  supplied  by  new  appointments.'^ 

The  only  object  of  introducing  this  passage  from  the  records  of  1761, 
is,  I  presume,  to  show  that  there  was  a  power  to  effect  such  changes 
at  pleasure.  On  this  subject  I  would  call  the  attention  of  the  court  to 
a  passage  in  the  deposition  of  Thomas  Evans,  2d  vol.  p.  395: 

"  From  the  establishment  of  the  meeting  for  sufferings,  in  1756, 
up  to  the  year  1768,  minutes  were  made  every  year,  continuing 
the  meeting  for  sufferings;  but  in  that  year  it  was  created  a  perma- 
nent body,  uijder  the  constitution  formerly  adopted.  In  the  year 
1806  the  same  power,  to  wit:  the  yearly  meeting  which  at  first 
created  the  meeting  for  sufferings  continued  it  from  year  to  year, and 
in  1768,  constituted  it  a  permanent  body,  and  which  had  the  sole 
power  of  making  or  altering  discipline,  amended  the  constitution 
under  which  it  acted,  and  adopted  for  its  government  that  which  is 
contained  in  the  book  of  discipline  printed  in  1806,  page  54  to  57, 
inclusive.  The  fourth  section  of  which  is,  <  In  case  of  the  decease 
of  any  Friend  or  Friends,  nominated  either  by  the  yearly  meeting 
or  quarterly  meetings,  or  of  their  declining  or  neglecting  their  atten- 
dance for  the  space  of  twelve  months,  the  meeting  for  sufferings,  if 
it  be  thought  expedient,  may  choose  others  in  his  or  their  stead,  to 
serve  till  the  time  of  the  next  yearly  meeting,  or  till  the  places  of 
those  who  have  represented  the  quarterly  meeting  shall  be  supplied 
by  new  appointments.'  From  which,  as  well  as  from  the  established 
usage  of  the  society,  it  is  apparent  that  the  only  change  contemplated, 
is  in  case  of  the  decease  of  any  of  the  members,  or  their  declining 
or  neglecting  their  attendance.  The  new  constitution,  necessarily) 
supersedes  and  abrogates  the  old  one.'' 

A  number  of  passages  have  been  cited  on  the  other  side  to  show 
that  there  is  a  power,  to  change  the  representatives  from  year  to 
year.  The  answer  to  this  proposition  we  find  in  page  55  of  the  Dis- 
cipline: 

<<  In  case  of  the  decease  of  any  Friend  or  Friends,  nominated 
either  by  the  yearly  meeting  or  quarterly  meetings,  or  of  their  de- 
clining or  neglecting  their  attendance  for  the  space  of  twelve  monthSi 
the  meeting  for  sufferings  (if  it  be  thought  expedient)  may  choose  ^ 
others  in  his  or  their  stead,  to  serve  to  the  time  of  the  next  yearly 
meeting,  or  till  the  places  of  those  vvho  have  represented  the  qua^ 
terly  meeting  shall  be  supplied  by  new  appointments." 

This  provision  points  out  and  prescribes  the  grounds  on  which 
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)  they  are  to  be  changed.  Here  was  an  effort  made  in  this 
ter  to  ha^e  the  representatives  changed,  but  without  any  of  the 
tmstances  mentioned  in  the  discipline  as  necessary  to  that  pur- 
.  A  committee  was  appointed  to  investigate  the  matter,  and 
gave  their  opinion  against  it,  and  the  only  reason  assigned  for 
>ing  was,  that  the  circumstances  on  which  the  change  was  sought 
)  not  such  as  were  set  forth  in  the  discipline.  A  short  time  be- 
this,  application  had  been  made  for  an  alteration  in  the  disci- 
ty  in  order  that  this  power  might  be  given  ;  but  the  yearly  meet- 
*efosed  to  make  any  alteration.  The  court  will  find  this  extract, 
!h  comes  professedly  from  the  other  side,  in  vol.  ii.  p.  486  : 
At  Bucks  quarterly  meeting,  held  at  Wrightstown,  the  22d  of 
3d  month,  1827. 

Buckingham  monthly  meeting  in  their  report  add,  that  they  had 
id  to  forward  to  the  quarterly  meeting  a  proposition  to  take  into 
ideration  that  part  of  our  discipline  relative  to  the  meeting  for 
rings,  and  if  it  may  be  thought  right  to  continue  said  meeting, 
the  appointment  of  its  members  may  be  exclusively  confined  to 
|uarterly  meetings,  and  subject  to  their  removal.  And  also  to 
into  consideration  that  part  of  our  discipline  relative  to  the  ap- 
tment  of  elders,  in  order,  if  way  should  open,  that  monthly 
lings  shall  have  authority  to  remove  them  whenever  it  may  ap- 
their  service  in  that  station  has  ceased  to  promote  the  best  io- 
its  of  society.  And  after  a  time  of  deliberation  thereon,  and  the 
ession  of  the  sentiments  of  many  Friends,  it  is  concluded  to 
ard  the  subject  to  the  yearly  meeting  for  its  consideration  and 
ment 

^  Extracted  from  the  minutes. 

"John  Watson,  CferAr." 

ben  follows  Exhibit  Q. 

Abington  quarterly  meeting  held  the  8th  of  second  month,  1827. 
A.bington  [monthly  meeting]  in  their  report  further  add,  that 
I  Friends  expressing  a  belief  that  a  benefit  would  be  derived  to 
ity  by  reconsidering  that  part  of  our  discipline,  relative  to  the 
lintment  of  elders  and  members  of  the  meeting  for  sufferings, 
such  appointments  be  made  for  a  limited  time  ;  which  claiming 
ittention  of  this  meeting,  and  some  time  being  spent  thereon,  it 
agreed  to  forward  the  same  to  the  yearly  meeting  for  its  delibe- 
n  and  decision. 

«  Extracted  from  the  minutes  of  the  aforesaid  meeting. 

'<  Asa  Walmsley,  Clerk" 

ou  will  find  two  propositions  made.  First,  that  the  representa- 
I  shall  be  subject  to  removal  by  the  quarterly  meeting  ;  and,  sa- 
lly, that  they  shall  be  appointed  only  for  a   limited   period. 
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It  was  unquestionably  the  opinion  of  these  applicants,  that  the  true 
construction  of  that  instrument  was,  that  they  had  not  the  power  of 
removal,  according  to  the  tenor  of  it,  as  it  then  existed;  and  when 
we  find  that  prior  to  the  establishment  of  the  present  discipline, 
which  took  place  in  1806,  the  power  of  removal  had  never  been  ex- 
ercised except  as  therein  contemplated,  we  have  a  right  to  infer  that 
the  view  which  the  4uarterly  meeting  then  took  was  the  correct  onCi 
But  for  tho  purpose  of  keeping  Elias  Hicks  and  his  doctrines  behind 
the  curtain  they  took  the  contrary  grounds,  and  endeavoured  to  re- 
move all  the  elders  who  stood  in  their  way.  And  herein  we  see  that 
he  and  his  doctrines  are  the  cause  of  all  the  difficulties  which  hare 
arisen,  and  that  every  elder  or  minister  who  is  opposed  to  those  doc* 
trincs  must  be  removed  in  order  to  make  room  for  those  who  will 
avow  and  advocate  them. 

I  submit  to  the  court  that  there  is  nothing  to  warrant  the  idea  that 
this  transaction  laid  a  foundation  for  the  dissolution  of  the  yearly 
meeting. 

The  next  ground  to  which  I -shall  advert,  is  the  interference  of  the 
elders  of  Philadelphia  in  seeking  an  opportunity  to  converse  with 
Elias  Hicks,  respecting  his  unsound  doctrines.  A  foreign  miniater 
has  a  certificate  given  him  from  his  own  monthly  meeting,  clothing 
him  with  certain  powers  to  preach,  visit  families,  and  perform  other 
services  connected  with  the  religious  duties  of  the  society.  Before 
Elias  Hicks  came  to  Philadelphia,  he  had  been  preaching  his  unsound 
doctrines  in  certain  portions  of  the  southern  quarter ;  and  in  conse- 
quence of  this,  two  persons.  Comfort  and  Bell,  sought  an  interview, 
for  the  purpose  of  conversing  with  him.  This  interview  Elias  Hicks 
evaded.  The  elders  of  Philadelphia  considering  it  to  be  their  duty 
to  talk  with  him  on  this  subject,  likewise  sought  an  interview,  which 
he  also  declined  ;  saying,  <<  that  if  there  was  any  complaint  against 
him,  they  had  nothing  to  do  witli  it ;  for  that  it  rested  between  him- 
self and  his  own  monthly  meeting,  who  gave  him  the  certificate." 
It  is  in  evidence  that  the  monthly  meeting  to  which  he  alluded  was 
in  full  unity  with  Elias  Hicks,  and  with  the  doctrines  which  he 
maintained ;  there  was>  indeed,  no  chance,  if  this  doctrine  of  his  be 
correct,  of  arresting  him,  whatever  doctrines  he  might  preach.  In 
the  words  of  Barclay,  <<if  he  had  preached  the  doctrines  of  devils.'' 

And  this  is  one  of  the  grounds  on  which  the  elders  of  Philadel- 
phia are  to  be  considered  arbitrary  and  domineering. 

At  last,  however,  Elias  Hicks  wasinduccd  to  give  them  this  inter- 
view :  but  it  was  his  intention  that  it  should  taka  place  before  persons 
who  had  no  right  to  be  present  on  such  an  occasion  ;  it  not  heing 
considered  proper  that  conversations  of  this  character  should  be  held 
before  unauthorized  persons.  Thus,  therefore,  the  prospect  of  an  in* 
terview  was  brought  to  an  end.  Now  the  charge  which  the  opposite 
party  make  is,  that  the  elders  have  so  broken  the  discipline  as  to  make 
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it  a  causa  to  rend  this  soeiety  asunder.  I  submit  to  the  court)  that  the 
elders  had  not  only  a  right  to  Interfere^  but  that  they  were  bound  to 
do  so.  On  the  other  side  a  passage  has  been  read  from  the  Disci- 
{dine,  page  62  :  <<  And  our  advice  to  all  our  ministers  is,  that  they  be 
frequent  in  reading  the  Scriptures  of  the  old  and  new  testaments ; 
and  if  any  in  the  course  of  their  ministry,  shall  misapply,  or  draw 
unsound  inferences  or  wrong  conclusions  from  the  text,  or  shall  mis- 
hehave  themselves  in  point  of  conduct  or  conversation,  let  them  be 
admonished  in  love  and  tenderness  by  the  elders  or  overseers  where 
they  live,  and  if  they  prove  refraotory  and  refuse  to  acknowledge 
their  faults,  let  them  be  further  dealt  with,  in  the  wisdom  of  truth, 
as  the  case  may  require." 

Is  it  not  manifest,  that  this  provision  relates  to  cases  within  the 
immediate  precincts  of  their  own  yearly  meeting?  But  will  it  be 
pretended  that  where  a  travelling  minister,  coming  from  the  precincts 
of  a  foreign  yearly  meeting,  entirely  another  branch  of  the  society, 
and  preaching  unsound  doctrines,  will  it  be  said  that  the  elders  of 
the  church  have  no  right  to. seek  an  interview,  and  reason  with  him 
on  the  subject  ?  Common  sense  cannot  put  such  a  construction  on 
the  provision.  And  there  is  a  passage  to  the  purpose  on  p.  68  of  the 
Discipline : 

<<  We  tenderly  recommend  faithful  Friends,  and  especially  minis- 
tors  and  elders,  to  watch  over  the  flock  of  Christ  in  their  respective 
places  and  stations,  always  approving  themselves  by  their  pious  ex- 
amples in  conversation  and  conduct,  to  be  such  as  faithfully  and  dili* 
Kntly  walk  up  to  the  testimony  of  the  blessed  truth  whereunto  the 
ird  hath  gathered  us  in  this  his  gospel  day." 

Here  is  a  general  power  given  to  watch  over  the  fk>ck  of -Christ  in 
their  several  places  and  stations ;  and  if  a  travelling  minister  under- 
takes to  preach  unsound  doctrines,  the  elders  are  the  proper  persons 
to  interfere.  I  will  call  the  attention  of  your  honours  to  the  testi- 
mony, of  Halliday  Jackson,  their  own  witness,  on  this  very  point, 
and  you  will  see  what  view  he  takes  when  they  touch  his  own  leader, 
Elias  Hicks.     It  is  in  Ev.  vol.  ii.  p.  86. 

If  you  will  turn  tb  page  S5,  you  will  find  who  this  Ann  Jones  is. 
She  was  a  minister  from  England,  with  regular  certificates  of  unity 
from  her  own  meeting,  travelling  within  the  limits  of  the  quarter  in 
which  Mr.  Jackson  resides.  The  elders  got  together  at  the  suggea- 
tion  of  Mr.  Jackson,  and  sought  an  interview  with  her  ;.she,  in  the 
mean  time,  had  gone  to  Philadelphia,  and  they  sent  a  letter  to  her. 
Let  us  see  if  this  proceeding  was  not  precisely  the  same  as  that  now 
complained  of.  The  letter  is  signed  by  Halliday  Jackson  and  others. 
1  will  read  a  few  passages  from  it,  because  they  will  serve  to  illustrate 
what  1  say.     Ev.  vol.  ii.  p.  460. 

<*It  is  far  from  our  desire  to  do  anything  that  would  add  to  thy 
trials,  or  in  the  Icas^t  hurt  thy  religious  services  amongst  us,  but  feel- 
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ing  as  we  apprehend,  in  some  measure,  responsible  and  a  weigbt  of 
exercise  to  rest  upon  us,  we  think  it  our  duty  in  this  way  to  take 
some  notice  of  thy  communication  among  men  Friends  in  the  late 
quarterly  meeting  held  at-  Darby ;  and  had  thou  remained  in  the 
place,  thou  would  probably  have  had  a  visit  from  some  of  us  that 
evening. 

<^  In  consequence  of  the  uneasiness  excited  by  some  of  thy  expres- 
sions in  this  public  manner,  the  elders  belonging  to  the  quarter  were 
requested  to  meet  that  evening :  accordingly,  those  who  could  con- 
veniently stay,  met  to  the  numbes  of  about  fourteen,  the  greater  part 
of  whom  expressed  considerable  uneasiness  with  a  part  of  thy  com- 
munication; and  it  was  recommended  for  those  who  felt  the  way 
open,  to  communicate  with  thee  on  the  subject 

<^  Our  discipline,  in  this  country,  points  out  an  order  to  be  ob- 
served, which  ought  to  be  imperative,  especially  on  those  who  are 
travelling  in  truth's  service :  although  thou  mentioned  no  names,  we 
think  thou  made  some  personal  allusion,  by  referring  to  something 
thou  had  heard  in  that  house,  perhaps  the  day  previous.  If  any 
thins  then  had  been  delivered  that  gave  thee  such  uneasiness,  it 
would  have  been  more  consistent  with  gospel  order,  to  have  sought  a 
private  opportunity  with  the  individuals,  than  to  have  brought  such 
a  railing  accusation  against  them  in  a  large  assembly.^' 

They  were  like  themselves,  all  subject  to  the  elders  whenever  they 
gave  cause  of  uneasiness.  This  is  the  passage  to  which  I  wish  par- 
ticularly to  call  your  attention.  Now  he  tells  us  what  it  was  Ellas 
Hicks  preached  on  this  occasion.  Here  they  justified  what  was  said, 
and  undertake  to  state  that  what  he  held  forth,  was  perfectly  consis- 
tent with  the  primitive  faith. 

^^But  we  were  all  present  at  the  meeting  of  ministers  and  elders 
the  day  previous,  and  heard  what  was  delivered,  and  are  fully  satis- 
fied in  our  own  minds  that  thy  charges  were  not  correct  The  cha- 
racter and  mission  of  the  Messiah  was  exalted,  and  held  up  to  view 
as  our  true  pattern,  instead  of  being  brought  down  to  the  level  of  a 
mere  man ;  the  sacrifice  of  our  sinful  affections  on  the  cross  clearly 
set  forth  as  the  only  means  of  reconciliation  with  God ;  and  the-  life 
of  Christ  in  the  soul  of  man,  as  the  alone  atoning  blood  that  can  ef- 
fectually wash  away  our  sins.  And  as  George  Fox  testifies,  ^there 
are  none  know  Christ  nor  his  sufferings  but  by  the  sj^irit  of  God 
within,'  so  .we  believe  propitiation  to  be  an  experimental  work  in 
the  soul  of  man,  and  fully  consistent  with  a  right  understanding 
of  the  Scriptures,  and  the  doctrines  taught  by  our  early  Friends 
generally." 

But  he  denied  that  passage  by  which  remission  of  sins  is  effected. 
Here  then  we  have  shown  that  they  are  in  full  unity  with  Elias 
Hicks  in  his  doctrines,  through  Halliday  Jackson  ^  and  we  have  a 
letter  under  Halliday  Jackson's  own  name,  acknowledging  the  right 


f  mteffaranoe  with  foreign  miDisters  under  such  circumtlancea, 
ritbout  sending  them  back  to-England  to  be  tried  there.  How  then 
an  it  be  contended  that  we  have  no  rif^ht  to  seek  an  interview  ;  or 
low  is  thia  to  be  conaidered  an  act.so  arbitrary  at  to  break  up  those 
renereble  institulions  which  have  atood  the  test  of  agea. 

Here  let  us  pause,  and  took  back  on  the  ground  over  which  we 
aare  trodden.  An  effort  has  been  made  by  ihe  counsel  and  witnesses, 
to  keep  out  of  view  the  conduct  and  dactrinea  of  Elias  Hicks.  We 
ire  tokl  they  had  nothing  to  do  with  this  concern  ;  and  yet  in  erery 
tnnaaction  anterior  to  the  yearly  meeting  of  1837,  we  find  that  he 
WIS  8  prominent  personage :  that  erery  difficulty  grew  out  of  his  un- 
sound doctrines:  thatthestightest  opposition  to  their  leader  set  them 
iH  in  arros,  and  if  Elias  Hicks  were  permitted  to  preach  as  hn 
pleased  and  what  he  pleased,  all  would  be  well:  otherwise,  they  were 
nidy  to  resort  to  any  extremities.  Elias  Hicks  figures  in  every 
proceeding.  The  most  prominent  step  is  first,  the  great  disrespect 
riiown  him  by  adjourning  white  he  was  in  the  female  department, 
thoi^  the  same  thing  had  often  been  done  before  with  otlier  minis- 
tgi^  under  Ihe  like  circumstances.  The  next  step  was,  the  prepan- 
tioQ  of  the  extracts  from  the  writings  of  the  ancient  Friends.  The 
nnt  effort  made,  was  to  remove  alt  the  representatives  in  the  meet- 
ing for  sufferings  from  the  southern  quarter,  who  were  opposed  to 
tiK  doctrines  ofEliaa  Hicks ;  and  the  last  step  is  the  interview  which 
the  elders  endeavoured  to  have  with  Elias  Hicks  on  the  subject  of 
hiinnKRind  doctrines.  Is  there  any  foundation  here  for  the  charge 
sf  arbitrary  conduct  which  has  been  made  against  them  ?  Is  there 
any  ground  for  the  taunt  which  has  been  thrown  out  against  them,  as 
riehmen,  dealing  in  custom  house  bonds,  and  that  therefore  they 
^tn  to  be  prostrated  ?  Can  you  see  any  thing  on  the  other  side 
^eflbrts  to  prevent  the  interview  with  Elias  Hicks,  and  to  prevent 
the  publication  of  the  ancient  doctrines  of  the  society,  lest  they 
itioald  come  athwart  the  doctrines  of  Elias  Hicks? 

Theee  are  their  efforts;  and  these  are  the  men  by  whom  my  clients 
have  been  branded  with  every  calumny,  and  stigmatized  with  every 
injurious  appellation,  and  only  for  clinging  to  the  religious  institur 
tioDS  of  their  fathers.  They  have  clung  to  them,  and  they  will  cling 
to  them  even  to  the  last;  and  if  they  must  fall,  they  will  fall  in  the 
ptrformance  of  that  duly,  which  they  owe  to  those  beloved  institu- 
•ioos  under  which  they  have  been  educated,  to  the  memory  of  their 
Jiaat  founders,  snd  to  their  God.  It  is  manifest  that  the  aim  of  all 
the  efforts  which  have  been  made  on  the  other  side,  has  been  to  ad- 
VUC8  the  doctrines  of  Elias  Hicks,  to  put  down  all  opposition  to 
Ihtm,  and  to  accomplish  a  separation.  And  when  that  separation 
ihMld  he  effected,  who  were  to  take  the  property  i  It  was  not  in- 
tMded  Uiat  we  should  lake  it;  for  (hey  first  seize  all  the  property 
they  ean  lay  hands  upon,  and  mily  at  last  set  up  their  doctrine  of 
partnership  fund,  in  order  that  they  might  make  ckim  to  a  part,  when 
they  aaw  there  was  no  possible  chance  for  them,  in  law  ot  eit^^l'^^Ma 
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retain  the  whole.  In  1827  they  believed  they  were  ripe  for  the  eon- 
summation  of  all  their  schemes.  Prior  to  the  sitting  of  the  yearly 
meeting  in  that  year,  this  separation  had  been  thought  of,  devised, 
and  contemplated,  by  that  branch  of  the  society.  We  find  John 
Comly  their  prominent  man,  and  who  was  held  forth  as  their  anti- 
cipated clerk  of  the  yearly  meeting,  travelling  from  place  to  place 
through  the  country,  and  instilling  the  idea  among  the  members  that 
the  period  for  separation  had  arrived.  I  here  refer  to  the  testimony 
of  Samuel  Bettle,  Ev.  vol.  i.  p.  68,  for  proof  of  this;  and  Halliday 
Jackson,  in  vol.  ii.  p.  108,  is  forced  to  admit  it 

Here  we  have  the  means  by  which  peace  is  to  be  restored.  A  se- 
paration was  to  be  effected  by  the  removal  of  the  elders,  and  by 
substituting  others,  where  they  thought  they  had  gained  an  influence 
which  would  enable  them  to  carry  their  point  But  who  were  to 
take  the  seats  of  their  predecessors  ? — Themselves — they,  the  friends 
and  followers  of  Hicks  were  to  occupy  the  places  and  fill  the  offices 
of  those  who  were  to  be  ejected  for  their  opposition  to  him.  It  is 
dear  that  such  was  their  purpose.  Hence  they  got  up  the  idea  of 
the  majority  principle;  and  they  not  only  send  John  Comly  round 
to  spread  abroad  that  the  hour  of  separation  was  come,  but  we  also 
find  them  doubling  their  representatives  in  those  quarters  wheie 
the  party  favourable  to  a  division,  had  the  preponderance  in  num- 
bers. I  refer  the  court  to  the  testimony  of  Samuel  Bettle,  vol.  i.  p* 
67. 

Now  if  they  were  going  to  introduce  the  new  majority  principle, 
why  take  this  course  ?  ft  shows  the  object  they  had  in  view.  By 
adopting  such  a  plan  they  could  easily  carry  their  point ;  they  hid 
only  to  double  their  representatives  in  all  those  quarters  where  it  was 

Practicable  for  them  to  do  so,  and  they  must  secure  the  majority. 
*here  was  at  once  an  end  of  all  difficulty.  In  vol.  ii.  p.  113,  Halli- 
day  Jackson  says,  in  answer  to  the  question:  <<  Am  I  to  understand, 
then,  that  the  redress  you  sought  was  to  release  from  service  the 
elders  and  members  of  the  meeting  for  sufferings  designated,  and  fill 
their  places  with  those  of  your  own  party,  and  that  in  the  event  of 
your  failure,  you  had  determined  to  separate  ? 

<<  A.  There  was  no  determination  I  believe  of  this  kind  come  to, 
until  all  hopes  of  redress  in  anv  other  way  had  seemed  to  be  given 
up.     Those  circumstances  that  I  have  mentioned  of  grievances,  and 
the  many  other  combining  causes  that  operated,  eventually  tended 
to  produce  this  result    And  I  donH  know  within  my  knowledge 
any  individual  that  was  desirous  of  removing  any  of  those  officers 
in  the  church,  in  order  that  he  might  fill  the  station  himself.    As  to 
the  numbers  of  the  meeting  for  sufferings,  I  apprehend  there  was  a 
majority  of  that  meeting  who  were  considered  on  the  Orthodox  side. 
As  to  elders,  firom  the  best  account  that  1  can  ascertain  from  the 
Various  meetings  at  the  time  the  separation  took  place,  there  is  a 
majority  on  the  side  of  Friends,  of  those  that  were  then  in  that  sta- 
tion.'' 


The  great  effni  was  to  introduce  the  new  infidel  doctrinea  of  Eliaa 
icks,  aad  those  persons  favourable  to  him.  The  meeting  for  sufier> 
^  is  to  be  broken  down";  the  elders  are  to  be  removed,  and  their 
■eos'Bupplied  with  the  advocates  of  the  q&w  doctrines;  every  bar- 
:r  is  to  be  trampled  upon ;  every  effort  made  to  stem  the  current  of 
latrary  opinion;  we  are  to  be  calumniated,  to  be  charged  with 
MBineering,  with  being  rich  men,  and  in  every  respect  we  are  to  be 
rjurioualy  and  despitefuUy  treated.  Every  attempt  is  made  (o  go- 
tare  the  young,  the  inexperienced,  and  the  thoughtless;  their  preju- 
ices  are  to  be  excited,  and  their  vanity  flattered,  and  we  are  then  to 
t  told  that  all  these  individuals  stand  on  the  same  pinnacle,  and  are 
ititled  to  the  same  weight  and  consideration  in  religious  society, 
I  the  humble,  pious,  aged,  and  reverend  members,  who  have  spent 
leir  livea  in  the  service  of  the  church. 

I  DOW  call  your  attention  to  the  proceedings  in  the  yearly  meeting, 
I  change  the  clerk,  after  the  opposite  party  had  increased  their  re- 
resentatives,  and  were  endeavouring  to  bring  the  majority  principle 
>  bear.  The  yearly  meeting  is  organized  by  the  clerk  of  the  pre- 
sdiog  year,  and  after  the  first,  or  morning  sitting,  the  represeata- 
ves  retire,  not  as  the  yearly  meeting,  hut  as  a  sort  of  committee  to 
ominate  a  clerk  for  the  ensuing  year.  They  met,  and  the  repr^ 
BMtatives  were  assembled  for  the  appointment  of  a  clerk.  We  have 
&  account  of  this  transaction  in  the  testimony  of  John  Paul,  vol.  ii. 
).338: 

•■  At  the  rise  of  the  first  sitting  of  the  yearly  meeting,  the  re- 
vesentatives  were  directed  to  remain  together  to  agree  upon,  and 
n^ioae  to  the  yearly  meeting  a  Friend  to  serve  it  as  clerk,  and  one 
aaosiathim.  They  accordingly,  after  the  rise  of  that  meeting,  drew 
ogetber,  and  before  they  were  settled  John  Comly's  name  was  offered 
1  nomination  for  clerk.  Samuel  Bettle  was  also  named.  It  was 
Wed  that  it  was  usual  for  the  representatives,  previous  to  cooaider- 
M  any  new  nomination,  to  consider  whether  they  were  prepared  to 
•aaae  the  clerk  that  had  acted  the  preceding  year.  Several  Friends 
spresaed,  as  their  judgment,  that  the  time  for  releasing  Samuel  fiet- 
le  hftd  not  yet  arrived,  and  they  united  in  his  continuance.  The 
fiends  of  John  Comly  insisted,  that  as  he  was  first  named,  the  con- 
ideration  of  his  appointment  ought  first  to  take  place.  A  number  of 
iViends  expressed  their  sentiments  in  favour  of  one  or  the  other  of 
be  names  proposed ;  and  in  support  of  the  nomination  of  Samuel 
lettle,  it  was  stated  that  no  objections  had  been  made  to  his  services 
•  dcrk.  His  opponents  were  also  reminded,  that  at  the  close  of  the 
rearly  meeting  the  preceding  year,  several  of  them  had  expressed 
heir  satisfaclion  with  his  services.  It  was  also  stated,  that  it  had 
leen  reported,  and  believed  to  be  a  fact,  that  John  Comly  had  held 
.  nnmber  of  meetings  a  short  time  previously,  for  the  purpose  n£ 
oakioga  division  in  the  religious  society  of  Friends,  and  was,therb. 
Me,  Tery  unsuitable  to  be  appointed  as  clerk  to  the  yearly  meeting. 
k  Diunber  of  representatives  again  expressed  their  seatutieat&)  Mn&sb 
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in  favour  of  the  one,  and  some  in  favour  of  the  other  of  the  penons 
whose  names  were  proposed  as  clerk.  The  friends  of  John  Comly 
claimed  to  have  the  majority,  and  therefore  he  ought  to  be  appointed, 
as  they  alleged:  it  was  stated  that  the  majority  ought  not  to  govern; 
that  it  never  had  iieen  the  practice  of  the  society  to  go  by  majorities; 
and  in  the  present  case,  there  would  be  injustice  in  it:  because  it  was 
represented,  that  Abington  quarterly  meeting,  and  Bucks  quarterly 
meeting,  had  each  of  them  doubled  their  representatives,  and  that  tbe 
southern  quarterly  meeting  had  added  one  half  more  to  the  number 
of  their  representatives  than  they  had  usually  appointed.  They, 
however,  urged  that  the  question  should  be  settled  by  a  vote;  by  the 
majority:  and  Abraham  Lower  called  upon  John  Watson  to  go  to 
the  clerk's  table,  and  take  down  the  names  of  all  those  who  were  in 
favour  of  John  Comly.  He  was  urged  to  this  by  some  other  indiyi- 
duals ;  but  a  number  of  elderly  respectable  Friends  objected  to  any 

auestion  among  the  representatives  to  the  yearly  meeting  being  set- 
ed  in  that  way ;  stating,  that  it  was  a  novel  procedure,  and  what 
had  not  been  countenanced  by  the  society.  John  Watson,  finding 
that  there  was  so  great  opposition  to  the  proposal,  excused  himself  on 
that  account,  and  declined  to  go  to  the  table.  Abraham  Lower^still 
bent  upon  his  purpose,  proposed,  that  those  that  were  in  favour  of 
John  Comly  should  go  over  to  the  eastern  side  of  the  house;  he  rose 
and  took  a  few  steps  in  that  direction  himself,  and  a  few  others  rose 
also :  but  the  measure  was  again  opposed,  and  protested  against,  by 
a  considerable  number  of  Friends :  and  that  effort  failed  also ;  that 
effort  to  take  the  sense  by  a  majority.  One  individual,  I  recollect, 
after  protesting  against  that  method,  as  being  contrary  to  the  usage 
of  society,  stated,  that  it  could  not  be  conceded  to  the  quarterly  meet- 
ings of  Abington  and  fiucks,  and  the  Southern  quarter,  (who  had  in- 
creased their  representatives,  as  was  stated,)  to  effect  their  own  views 
by  thus  taking  the  other  quarterly  meetings  by  surprise ;  and  the 
representatives  were  competent,  if  that  mode  was  insisted  upon,  and 
ought  to  determine  who  had  a  right,  and  who  had  not  a  right  to  vote, 
or  to  be  heard  on  the  occasion  ;  I  don't  know  that  I  have  the  precise 
words,  but  such  was  the  substance;  that  it  could  not  be  expected  that 
all  the  representatives,^  so  increased  by  the  Abington,  Bucks,  and 
southern  quarters,  had  a  voice  equal  with  the  representatives  of  those 
quarterly  meetings,  where  but  a  small  number  of  representatives 
were  appointed.  These  remarks  caused  considerable  excitement  in 
several  of  those  who  favoured  the  appointment  of  John  Comly.  Ce- 
phas Ross,  I  recollect,  made  a  pretty  long  harangue  on  the  occasion, 
in  which  he,  as  1  thought,  very  irreverently  declared,  that  <  he  had 
received  his  commission  from  God  Almighty,  and  would  give  it  up 
to  no  man.'  I  think  he  made  use  of  those  words  twice,  in  the  course 
of  his  communication.  The  representatives  finding  they  were  not 
likely  to  agree  on  either  of  the  names  that  was  proposed  or  nominated 
for  clerk,  it  was  proposed  that  John  Cox  should  report  to  the  yearly 
meeting,  <  that  way  did  not  open  in  the  minds  of  tbecepresentatives 


to  raleaae  Samuel  Bettle.'  This  was  objected  to  by  a  considerable 
namber  of  the  frieads  of  John  Comly;  and  it  waa  suggested  to  alter 
the  phraseology,  bo  as  that  John  Cox  should  report,  '  that  the  repre- 
aeatatives  could  not  aeree  upon  any  naoic  to  offer  to  the  meeting  aa 
clerk.'  This  proposition  seemed  to  be  approbated  by  a  considerable 
niiinber  of  the  friends  of  John  Comly,  which  seemed  to  alarm  Abra- 
ham Lower,  and  he  arose  and  cautioned  his  friends  to  *  take  care  what 
they  were  about;  if  there  was  no  name  reported  to  the  yearly  meet- 
ing for  clerk,  Samuel  Bettle  would  be  the  clerk.'  The  subject  con- 
tinued  under  discussion  for  a  short  time,  and  it  appeared  to  gain  more 
■dvoeates.  Abraham  again  rose,  and  expressed  himself,  I  think, 
nearly  in  these  words,  or  entirely  so,  aa  near  as  I  can  recollect: '  My 
friends,  I  want  you  to  understand  what  you  are  going  to  do:  if  thertt 
IM  no  name  reported  to  the  yearly  meeting  for  clerk,  Samuel  Bettle 
will  be  the  clerk,  as  a  matter  of  course.'  The  proposition,  however, 
•eemed  to  be  united  with  more  fully  than  anything  else  that  had  come 
before  the  representatives,  and  it  was  concluded  that  John  Cox  should 
make  the  report  as  before  stated;  and  the  representatives  were  about 
to  disperse,  when  Abraham  Lower  again  told  his  friends,  that  if  there 
was  DO  name  reported  to  the  yearly  meeting,  Samuel  Bettle  would 
be  appointed  the  clerk:  and  called  upon  all  those  who  were  favour- 
able to  the  appointment  of  John  Comly,  to  come  up  to  the  clerk's 
table,  and  sign  a  report  to  that  effect  He  went  up  to  the  clerk's 
table,  in  the  upper  gallery,  I  think,  and  a  few  others  went  up  with 
him,  perhaps  eight  or  ten  individuals,  and  the  representatives  dis- 
persed: the  time  to  which  the  next  sitting  of  the  yearly  meeting 
stood  adjourned  having  nearly  or  quite  arrived,  the  representatives 
opeoed  the  doors  lo  withdraw,  and  the  meeting  assembled,  while 
those  I  have  mentioned,  were  in  the  gallery,  I  think ;  I  then  went 
out  of  the  house  as  Friends  were  coming  in." 

And  you  have  a  further  account  of  the  transaction,  corresponding 
with  the  last,  in  the  testimony  of  William  Evans,  same  volume,  p. 

The  next  step  is  a  report  made  by  John  Cox  to  the  yearly  meet- 
ing: stating  that  the  representatives  could  not  agree  on  any  names  to- 
propose  to  the  meeting  as  clerk,  or  assistant.  An  account  of  this 
may  also  be  found  in  the  testimony  of  Thomas  Evans,  vol.  i,  p. 
865: 

"  The  yearly  meeting  was  held  at  the  regular  time,  and  opened  in 
the  usual  manner.  Samuel  Bettle  was  at  the  table  as  clerk,  and  John 
Comly  as  his  assistant.  In  calling  over  the  representatives  from  the 
different  quarterly  meetings,  I  observed  that  the  number  from  Ahing- 
loo,  Bucks,8nd  the  southern  quarter  was  much  larger  than  usual.  The 
quarterly  meeting  of  Abington  had,  I  tliink,  twenty-eight  represents 
tatives.BuckB  twenty-four,  which  is  twice  the  number  they  had  usually 
SKKHiitcd,  and  the  southern  quarter,  which  was  by  far  the  smallest  in 
the  yeariy  meeting,  and  smaller  than  many  of  the  monthly  meetings^ 
had  ioereased  its  representation  from  ten  to  fifteen.    In  each  oC  ll^iKi 


^arterijr  meetings  the  clerks  were  fayourable  lo  the  views  of  the 
f^Mratists.  Burlington,  which  is  a  large  quarterly  meeting,  had  nine 
fepresentati ves ;  and  Haddonfield,  which  is  also  large,  had  ten.  At 
the  close  of  the  morning  sitting,  as  is  customary,  the  represetitatives 
were  desired  to  stay  together,  to  consider  of  and  propose  to  the  meet- 
ing the  names  of  suitable  Friends  for  clerk  and  assistant.  The  meet- 
iog  then  adjourned  until  afternoon.  At  the  opening  of  the  sitting  in 
the  afternoon,  John  Cox  stated  to  the  meeting  that  he  was  desired  on 
bdialf  of  the  representatives,  to  report  that  they  could  not  agree  on 
any  names  to  propose  to  the  meeting  as  clerk  or  assistant  On  re- 
ceiving this  information,  William  Jackson  rose  and  stated,  that  be 
hid  attended  that  yearly  meeting  ever  since  the  year  1767,  and  bs  it 
had  always  been  the  practice  for  the  old  clerks  to  serve  until  new 
ones  were  appointed,  he  would  propose  that  the  present  clerks  should 
be  continued  for  that  year.  Many  Friends  expressed  their  approba- 
tion of  this  proposition,  and  others  dissented — those  opposed  to  the 
continuance  of  the  clerk,  proposed  that  they  should  act  for  the  afte^ 
boon,  and  then  the  subject  be  returned  to  the  representatives,  with 
instructions  that  a  majority  of  them  should  decide  the  question.  This 
{Mroposition  was  made  by  an  individual  who  had  urged  the  increase 
in  the  number  of  the  representatives  from  his  own  quarter.  It  was 
olgected,  that  to  decide  any  question  in  the  religious  meetings  of  our 
lociety  by  a  vote,  or  on  the  principle  of  the  majority,  was  a  direct 
departure  from  our  establishcKl  usages  and  principles;  that  moreover, 
it  would  be  a  very  unfair  mode  of  deciding  the  question,  inasmuch 
If  the  representation  from  some  of  the  quarterly  meetings  had  beea 
«o  greatly  increased,  while  that  of  the  others  remained  the  same:  that 

Sirtof  the  proposal  was  therefore  abandoned,  being  supported  by  very 
w  individuals,  and  it  was  urged  that  it  should  be  simply  referred 
to  the  representatives ;  but  several  of  the  representatives  gave  itas 
their  opinion,  that  there  would  be  no  advantage  in  so  referring  it,  as 
there  was  not  the  smallest  probability  that  they  could  agree.  The 
first  person  who  expressed  this  opinion  was  one  of  those  who  have 
tfinoe  separated,  and  he  added,  that  although  he  should  have  been  in 

» Avour  of  a  change  in  the  clerk  if  it  could  have  been  satis&etorilj 
•ecomplished,  yet,  as  that  was  not  likely  to  be  the  case,  he  thought 
the  meeting  had  better  proceed  with  its  business.  Several  otitis  of 
the  same  party  expressed  similar  sentiments ;  meanwhile,  a  conside-  T 
mb)e  number  o>f  Friends  also  expressed  their  approbation  of  tbecon- 
tihUance  of  the  present  clerks ;  and  a  minute,  simply  requesting  tlwm 
16  act  for  the  year,  was  accordingly  made  and  read.  On  the  reading 
itf  the  minute,  s«dme  of  those  who  have  since  separated  still  continued 

*'tb  objisct;  when  onfe  oif  their  number  remaif'ked,  that  he  believed  it 
-WHS  the  best  thing  th^  A>eeting  could  do  under  all  the  circumstances, 
ihd  advised  them  to  submit  to  it,  as  he  did  not  think  it  would  make 
ID  much  difiere  nee  to  then(^,  as  some  of  them  might  imagine.  Similar 
#Bntiments  wer*e  expressed  by  one  or  two  others  of  that  party ^  and 
jdl  objection  H!o  the  appointment  having  ceased,  J<ibiiCoBily  was 


requested  to  come  to  the  table.     He  did  not  immediately  do  so,  nor 
until  several  of  his  friends  expressed^  that  they  thought  the  business  of 
the  meeting  had  better  go  forward.   He  rose  and  stated,  that  in  conde- 
scension to  the  views  of  his  ffiends,  he  should  go  to  the  table;  but 
he  thought  the  meeting  had  better  not  enter  on  any  farther  business 
at  present.     The  meeting,  however,  did  not  adjourn  immediately, 
but  proceeded  in  some  business,  and  then  adjourned  until  the  follow- 
ing morning.     On  Third-day  morning,  immediately  after  the  open- 
ing minute  was  read,   John  Comly  rose  and  stated,  that  he  had 
mentioned  at  the  previous  sitting,  that  he  should  go  to  the  table,  in 
condescension  to  the  views  of  his  friends,  and  that  it  was  in  that 
feeling  he  was  now  there;  that  the  meeting  was  divided  into  two 
distinct  and  separate  parties,  and  that  under  present  circumstances, 
those  parties  were  irreconcilable;  that  each  of  those  parties  were 
striving  for  the  mastery,  and  that  if  either  of  them  gained  the  ascend- 
ancy, it  must  be  to  the  oppression  and  grievance  of  the  other.     He 
therefore  proposed  that  the  meeting  should  suspend  all  further  busi* 
nesB,  and  adjourn;  but  he  named  neither  time  nor  place:  but  if  the 
meeting  was  i*esolved  to  proceed  in  its  business,  at  all  hazards,  he 
coald  not,  conscientiously,  act  as  the  organ  of  a  meeting  made  up  of 
such  conflicting  parties,  and  must  therefore  request  to  be  permitted 
to  retire.     On  the  conclusion  of  this  address,  his  party  became  so 
much  excited,  and  introduced  so  many  different  subjects,  that  it  was 
for  some  tjme  difficult  to  ascertain  what  they  wished,  and  as  in  the 
abundance  of  their  speaking,  his  proposal  seemed  to  be  overlooked, 
he  again  rose  and  called  their  attention  to  it^on  which  they  immedi- 
ately began  to  speak  of  it,  as  a  proposition  for  <  dissolving  the  yearly 
meeting,'  those  terms  being  several  times  used.     It,  however,  was 
but  feebly  supported;  and  as  John  Comly  had  said  that  he  could  not 
eonseientiously  act  for  the  meeting,  and  requested  to  b^  permitted  to 
vslire.  Friends  thought  his  request  reasonable,  and  proposed  that  he 
diould  do  so  accordingly ;  but  when  his  party  found  that  the  attempt 
to  disorganize  the  yearly  meeting  failed,  they  strongly  objected  to  his 
Ictying  the  table,  urged  his  continuance,  and  that  the  meeting  should 
now  pnoceed  with  its  business.     John  Comly  then  rose  and  stated, 
that  as  he  found  the  meeting  was  not  prepared  to  adjourn,  he  was 
now  willing,  after  the  usual  expression  of  approbation,  to  determine 
the  sense  of  the  meeting,  on  his  remaining  at  the  table,  so  to  continue, 
and  to  proceed  with  the  business.     He  accordingly  did  so.     During 
all  the  remaining  sittings  of  the  yearly  meeting,  he  and  his  party  con- 
tinued their  attendance,  took  part  in  its  deliberations,  assented  to,  or 
dissented  from,  its  conclusions,  as  opinion  led  them;  and  addressed 
it  as  the  yearly  meeting  of  Friends  of  Philadelphia.     All  the  busi- 
ness usually  transacted  at  a  yearly  meeting  was  gone  through  with, 
and  several  acts  consummated,  which  no  other  body  than  the  yearly 
meeting  of  Philadelphia  was  competent  to  perform.     Of  this  charac- 
ter was  the  direction  issued  to  the  subordinate  meetings,  to  raise  their 
respective  proportions  of  the  sum  of  three  thousand  doVVdx%)Nsi\i\Ocv^^&& 
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yearly  meeting  had  agreed  to  present  to  the  yearly  meeting  of  North 
Carolina,  to  assist  them  in  removing  out  of  that  state  a  number  of 
coloured  persons  under  their  care.  This  measure  was  approved  and 
advocated  by  those  who  have  since  seceded;  all  the  quarterly  meet- 
ings raised  their  proportions,  and  paid  them  to  the  treasurer  of  the 
yearly  meeting,  of  which  fact  he  made  report  to  the  yearly  meeting 
at  its  session,  in  1828.  As  it  was  probable  that  Friends  of  North 
Carolina  might  want  the  money  before  it  could  be  conveniently  raised 
and  paid  in  by  the  quarterly  meetings,  it  was  proposed  that  the  meet- 
ing for  sufferings  should  be  authorized  to  borrow  the  money  on  the 
faith  of  the  yearly  meeting;  this  proposal  was  supported  by  several 
of  the  leading  individuals,  who  have  since  separated;  and  being  ap- 
proved by  the  meeting,  was  agreed  to.  The  several  standing  com- 
mittees of  the  yearly  meeting  made  written  reports  to  it  as  usual. 
Four  persons  who  have  since  separated,  (of  whom  John  Comly  was 
one,)  who  were  members  of  one  of  those  committees,  tendered  their 
resignation  to  the  meeting,  thereby  recognizing  it  as  the  body  from 
whom  they  had  received  the  appointment,  and  under  whose  autho- 
rity they  had  acted:  their  resignations  were  accordingly  accepted  and 
minuted.  John  Comly  also  stated,  that  he  had  for  several  years 
served  that  yearly  meeting  as  one  of  its  representatives  in  the  meet- 
ing for  sufferings,  but  that  circumstanced  as  he  then  was,  he  thought 
it  would  be  right  that  he  should  be  released  from  that  station;  the 
meeting  accordingly  released  him.  On  Seventh-day  morning,  a  pro- 
position was  brought  in  from  the  women's  yearly  meeting  for  the 
appointment  of  a  committee  to  visit  the  subordinate  meetings,  for 
their  strength  and  assistance.  This  proposal  was  opposed  by  those 
who  have  since  separated;  and  as  the  meeting  had  advanced  so  far  in 
its  business,  as  to  be  likely  to  close  at  that  sitting,  some  Friends 
seemed  to  be  doubtful  whether  it  would  be  expedient  to  go  into  the 
business  at  that  time.  While  the  subject  was  under  discussion,  the 
meeting  was  informed  by  a  person  present,  that  he  had  on  the  pre- 
ceding evening  attended  a  meeting  of  a  number  of  individuals,  at 
Green  street  meeting  house;  that  an  epistle  which  had  been  pre- 
viously prepared,  was  then  and  there  read,  proposing  a  separation 
from  the  yearly  meeting  of  Philadelphia;  that  it  was  adopted,  and 
agreed  to  be  signed,  and  that  John  Comly  stated  that  it  would  be 
needful  to  appoint  a  committee  to  carry  it  down  to  the  families  of 
Friends,  and  to  explain  and  enforce  the  necessity  and  propriety  of 
ihich  a  measui*e;  and  that  the  said  meeting  stood  adjourned  to  the  rise 
of  the  yearly  meeting,  at  which  time  John  Comly  alleged  that  he 
should  have  some  important  propositions  to  make  to  it.  The  indivi- 
dual also  stated,  that  he  i*ecognized  in  the  countenances  of  many  of 
those,  who  were  now  opposing  the  appointment  of  a  committee  in  the 
yearly  meeting,  the  same  persons  who  had  attended  the  meeting  the 
evening  before,  and  taken  an  active  part  in  its  proceedings.  This 
information  soon  changed  the  aspect  of  things  in  the  yearly  meeting. 
Some  of  the  separatists  at  first  attempted  to  deny  it,  dcKdaring  that  it 
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more  candour,  admitied  that  it  was  substantially  correct.  As  the 
meeting  was  now  fully  informed  of  their  intended  separation,  the 
impropriety  of  their  interfering  in  the  business  of  the  yearly  meet- 
ing, so  is  to  prevent  it  from  extending  the  requisite  care  to  its  subor- 
dinate meetings  and  members,  was  so  obvious,  that  they  declined  any 
further  opposition  to  the  appointment  of  the  committee.  Several  of 
their  leading  characters  stated,  that  they  thought  they  ought  not  to 
interfere;  and  as  all  opposition  ceased,  a  minute  was  accordingly 
made,  and  the  committee  appointed.  During  the  course  of  the  morn- 
ing, several  persona  who  have  since  been  conspicuous  in  the  new 
society,  expressed  that  they  did  not  expect  ever  to  attend  a  yearly 
meeting  in  that  house  again,  and  addressed  themselves  to  those  who 
should  hereafter  have  ihut  privilege.  One  of  their  preachers  re- 
marked, that  the  society  of  Friends  had  always  made  the  Scriptures 
the  test  for  doctrine,  and  at  the  same  time  had  allowed  every  indivi- 
dual the  right  of  private  interpretation,  but  that  as  soon  as  any  mem- 
ber promulgated  any  doctrines,  he  certainly  ought  to  be  made 
responsible  for  them;  and  that  on  this  simple  ground  the  society  of 
Friends  had  always  stood.  That  he  had  sincerely  desired  that  the 
diverse  views  of  different  individuals,  members  of  that  meeting,  might 
be  so  reconciled,  as  that  we  could  oncemore  meet  harmoniously;  but 
he  now  saw  that  this  was  impracticable;  we  had  arrived  at  that  pe- 
riod, in  which  a  separation  must  and  would  take  place ;  and  his  wish 
was  that  we  might  part  in  good-will,  and,  however  widely  separated 
liom  each  other,  endeavour  to  exercise  charity.  Another  minister 
amonK  them  observed,  tliat  we  had  heard  it  slated,  that  any  individual 
who  dissented  from  the  doctrines  of  a  religious  society  had  a  right  to 
withdraw  from  it,  and  lo  worship  the  Almighty  in  such  manner  as 
be  thought  right;  and  surely  if  one  individual  had  a  right  to  do  so, 
a  Dumber  had  the  same  right.  He,  therefore,  encouraged  his  party 
to  leave  all,  their  friends  and  connexions,  and  the  property  of  the  so- 
ciety, and  to  meet  in  their  own  private  houses,  in  barns,  or  any 
other  places  that  they  could  get,  and  sit  down  to  wait  quietly  on 
ihe  Almighty;  and  he  believed  if  they  did  so,  they  would  be  sup- 
ported. 

<<  It  was  clearly  apparent  from  these,  and  other  similar  observa- 
tions, that  they  contemplated  an  entire  separation  from  the  society 
"of  Friends  and  its  property.  The  business  of  the  meeting  being  gone 
through,  the  minutes  of  all  its  proceedings  were  deliberately  read 
over ;  no  objection  was  made  to  any  part  of  them ;  and  alter  a  pause 
the  clerk  made  the  usual  minute,  concluding  the  meeting  to  convene, 
or  to  meet  again  '  at  the  usual  time  next  year,  if  the  Lord  permit-,' 
which  latter  form  of  expression  has  always  been  used  in  the  conclud- 
ing minute  of  the  yearly  meeting,  since  I  have  attended  it.  Al^r 
this  minute  was  read,  a  considerable  pause  ensued;  there  was  no  ob- 
jection made  to  it ;  and  Friends  separated  from  each  other  in  the  cus- 
tomary manner." 
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The  representatives  having  thiis  failed  to  make  their  appointment, 
William  Jackson,  an  aged  and  respectable  member,  stated  the  prac- 
tice in  such  cases  to  be  for  the  old  clerk  to  continue  in  office.  The 
evidence  of  this  is  found  in  vol.  i.  p.  265,  the  testimony  of  Thomas 
Evans.  Samuel  Bettie,  in  vol.  i.  p.  68,  says,  that  the  members  on  the 
other  side  expressed  a  wish  that  the  old  clerk  should  remain,  and  we 
find  him  take  his  seat  as  clerk,  and  John  Comly  acting  as  his  assist- 
ant. See  the  testimony  of  Samuel  Settle,  p.  68-69,  and  Joseph 
and  Thomas  Evans,  vol.  i.  p.  266-7.  He  states  that  John  Comly  was 
urged  by  his  party  to  take  his  seat  as  assistant  clerk. 

Here  we  find  the  effort  to  accomplish  this  separation  through  the 
instrumentality  of  Comly,  by  making  him  clerk,  by  adopting  the 
principle  of  majority,  by  doubling  their  representatives,  and  by 
other  measures  unsanctioned  by  the  discipline  of  the  society.  We 
find  also  that  an  effort  was  made  to  resist  this  innovation.  Was  it 
proper  in  my  clients,  standing  by  the  institutions  of  their  forefathers, 
to  make  that  effort  ?  Was  it  such  as  this  honourable  court,  bound  to 
protect  the  religious  institutions  of  their  country,  will,  in  their  judi- 
cial capacity,  approve  ?  The  result  of  your  deliberations  will  fu^ 
nish  the  answer.  But  it  is  said  that  here  is  an  effort  made  which 
strikes  at  the  very  foundation  of  the  institutions  of  the  society 
That  effort  is  simply  that  my  clients  resisted  this  attempt  of  innova- 
tion, because  they  declared  that  the  opposite  party  were  not  at 
liberty  to  introduce  the  majority  principle — that  it  was  unjust — that 
it  was  taking  others  by  surprise — that  it  was  breaking  through  a 
custom  deeply  interwoven  with  their  religious  faith,  namely,  that  the 
majority  is  not  permitted  to  decide.  They,  on  their  side,  have  of- 
fered witnesses  to  show  that  this  is  the  usual  mode  in  such  cases. 
We  deny  it.  You  will  find  no  difficulty  in  ascertaining  the  true 
method  of  proceeding.  We  have  offered  Samuel  Bettle,  vol.  i.  p. 
64,  and  Samuel  Parsons,  vol.  i.  p.  84,  of  Depositions,  beside  other 
witnesses,  who  say  that  the  practice  of  deciding  by  majorities  is  not 
known.  If  such  a  practice  did  exist,  is  it  not  singular  that  the  soci- 
ety has  never  taken  means  to  ascertain  the  majority — that  they  have 
never  counted  the  members  on  each  side,  nor  resorted  to  any  other 
of  the  usual  modes  of  ascertaining  their  votes  for  that  purpose.  It 
is  precisely  the  course  which  any  body  of  people  would  take  on  a 
question  whereon  different  opinions  existed,  and  you  find  that  the 
"  Hicksite"  party  resorted  to  it  on  this  occasion.  Abraham  Lower 
makes  an  effort  to  divide,  and  it  fails.  Why  does  it  fail  ?  Why 
not  complete  their  purpose  at  once?  They  well  knew  that  the 
course  was  never  adopted,  and  the  novelty  of  it  awed  them — they 
heditated,  and  shrunk  from  carrying  out  their  plan,  and  finally  acqui- 
esced in  the  idea  that  John  Cox,  that  very  respectable  and  venerable 
old  man,  should  make  the  report  to  the  meeting,  which  he  did.  But 
after  this  attempt  at  the  yearly  meeting  we  find  Abraham  Lower 
still  pushing  the  matter  on,  and  saying  that  such  was  not  the  state- 
ment of  the  representatives,  and  when  Cox  makes  the  statement  he 
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will  not  own  it.  Cox  appeals  to  the  repreaentativeSy  and  the  ^'  Hicks- 
ite''  party  acknowledged  the  truth  of  his  statement,  and  we  subse- 
quently find  them  acquiescing  in  what  was  said,  that  it  was  custom- 
ary, in  similar  circumstances,  for  the  old  clerk  to  remain  in  office 
until  a  new  one  is  appointed.  This  acquiescence  puts  an  end  to  the 
matter  there.  Here  is  a  damning  fact  against  them — that  both  per- 
sons took  their  seats  and  acted  in  the  capacity  of  clerks,  and  the 
party  remained  and  attended  the  meeting  through  all  its  sittings, 
and  participated  in  its  deliberations. 

Haying  shown  what  the  principle  is,  on  which  the  society  are  ac- 
customed to  decide  questions  coming  before  them,  let  me  call  your 
attention  to  some  other  points  in  the  cause. 

The  witnesses  on  both  sides  say  that  they  never  count  nor  divide; 
and  yet,  some  way  or  other,  the  opposite  party  would  fain  get  at 
the  idea  that  the  majority  principle  prevails ;  and  that  they  all  stand 
on  equal  footing,  young  and  old,  religious  and  irreligious,  and  those 
who  stand  on  the  mere  footing  of  birth-right,  unaided  by  any  other 
consideration,  are  to  have  the  same  privileges  extended  to  them  as 
the  old  and  pious  who  have  spent  their  lives  in  attending  to  the  reli- 
gious institutions  of  this  society.  How  long  a  society  could  last  on 
such  principles  as  these  I  am  not  able  to  conjecture.  In  vol.  ii.  of 
Depositions,  p.  253,  on  the  cross-examination  of  Charles  Stokes,  the 
question  is  asked : 

<'Does  not  Clarkson  in  his  *  Portraiture  of  Quakerism,^  which 
you  have  quoted  from,  convey  a  clear  view  of  the  meetings  for  dis- 
cipline of  the  society  of  Friends,  when,  in  speaking  of  their  institu- 
tion by  George  Fox,  he  says,  <  in  these  courts  or  meetings,  the  poor 
were  to  have  an  equal  voice  with  the  rich,  there  was  to  be  %o  dis- 
tinction but  in  favour  of  religious  worth,  and  here  it  is  to  be  re- 
marked that  he,  [George  Fox,]  was  so  desirous  that  the  most 
righteous  judgment  should  be  pronounced  upon  any  offender,  that 
he  abandoned  the  usual  mode  of  decision  in  general  so  highly  valued, 
by  a  majority  of  voices,  and  recommended  the  decision  to  be  made 
according  to  the  apparent  will  of  the  virtuous  who  might  be 
present/ — [p.  178,  vol.  1.]  *But  in  whatever  way  the  question  be- 
fore them  is  settled,  no  division  is  ever  called  for,  no  counting  of 
members  is  allowed,  no  protest  is  suffered  to  be  entered  ;  in  such  a 
case  there  can  be  no  ostensible  leader  of  any  party,  no  ostensible 
minority  or  majority.  The  Quakers  are  of  opinion  that  such  things, 
if  allowed,  would  be  inconsistent  with  their  profession  :  they  would 
lead  also  to  broils  and  divisions,  and  ultimately  to  the  detriment  of 
the  society.' — [ib,  p.  278.] 

<' A.  I  believe  that  Clarkson,  in  the  extracts  quoted,  has  given  a 
correct  view  of  our  meetings  for  discipline,  in  this  respect,  when 
properly  conducted. 

<<  Does  not  Robert  Barclay  truly  express  the  sentiments  of  the 
society  of  Friends,  when  he  says,  in  his  treatise  on  church  govern- 
ment, Mf  so  be,  in  such  a  church,  there  should  arise  ^w^  ^\^^t^w^^^ 
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there  will  be  an  infallible  judgment  in  the  spirit  of  God,  which  may 
be  in  a  general  assembly,  yet  not  limited  to  it  as  excluding  others; 
and  may  prove  the  judgment  of  the  pluralityj  yet  not  to  be  decided 
tktrebyy  as  if  the  infallibility  were  placed  there,  excluding  the 
feioer,^ — [p.  98.]  And  again,  when  in  drawing  a  contrast  between 
the  church  government  of  the  society  of  Friends,  and  church  of 
Rome,  he  gives  as  one  of  the  marks  of  distinction  that  the  latter 
^decide  by  a  plurality  of  votes ;^  and  also  between  Friends  and 
other  protestants,  that  the  latter  hold  <the  decision  is  to  be  hy  plu- 
rality of  votesj'*  without  any  necessary  respect  to  the  inward  holi- 
ness, or  regeneration  of  the  persons. — [p.  96.]  Whereas,  the 
Quakers  hold '  that  in  the  true  church  of  Christ,  according  to  the  de- 
scription above  given  of  it,  there  will  in  such  cases  of  differences 
and  controversies,  still  be  an  infallible  judgment  from  the  spirit  of 
Crod,  either  in  one  or  other,  few  or  more.' — [p.  101.] 

<<  A.  The  views  of  Barclay  as  contained  in  those  quotations,  are 
such  as  are  held  by  the  religious  society  of  Friends ;  which  does  not, 
however,  preclude  the  general  sense  of  the  meeting  from  being  in 
accordance  with  the  qualifications  which  he  [Barclay]  states  as 
requisite  to  a  correct  decision.'' 

Here  we  have  one  of  their  own  witnesses,  who,  when  called  on  to 
answer  in  regard  to  the  ancient  doctrines,  (I  term  them  doctrines 
1)ecause  they  are  deeply  blended  with  the  faith  of  the  society,)  ad- 
mits that  they  do  not  decide  by  plurality,  that  the  decision  may  be 
with  the  few  or  with  the  many — that  the  party  looked  to  as  consti- 
tuting the  pervading  sense  of  the  meeting  is  not  the  many  ;  not  the 
rich,  nor  powerful  of  this  world,  but  the  aged  and  the  pious — 
and  that  the  clerk  is  to  gather  the  sense  of  the  meeting  accordingly. 
There  is  nothing  aristocratic  in  this,  unless  the  humble,  the  pious, 
and  the  venerable,  are  to  be  thus  put  down ;  and  the  young,  the 
gay  and  the  thoughtless  are  to  ride  over  our  religious  institutions, 
and  to  guide  their  proceedings  at  their  pleasure.  In  the  presbyterian 
church,  in  the  case  of  the  State  v.  Crowell^  it  was  decided  that  the 
membership  of  the  congregation  depended  upon  the  terms  adopted 
by  the  ecclesiastical  judicatories.  How  were  those  judicatories 
formed  in  that  church,  who  thus  regulated  the  terms  of  member- 
ship? Not  by  the  majority  of  the  congregation,  but  they  were 
composed  of  ministers  and  elders,  and  the  elders  are  appointed  by 
the  communicants  of  the  church. 

This  court,  I  trust,  is  prepared  to  say  we  will  preserve  the 
government  and  rules  of  action  of  this  and  every  other  church,  even 
in  those  instances  where  the  power  of  the  majority  is  controlled ; 
and  there  is  no  other  course  which  can  possibly  preserve  the  reli- 
gious institutions  of  your  country.  Converse  with  any  man  who  is 
at  all  versed  in  matters  connected  with  the  government  and  interests 
of  religious  societies,  and  he  will  tell  you  that  it  is  diifficult  to  pre- 
serve these  institutions,  even  with  all  the  power  which  is  given  for 
;9ecuring  their  inviolability. 
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But  the  learned  counBel  says,  that  the  majority  principle  is  the 
UG  republican  principle,  that  it  is  the  most  obvious  one,  and  agree- 
jle  to  a  state  of  nature.  The  true  answer  to  that  hypothesis  will 
i,  that  it  is  a  mere  matter  of  policy.  Look  over  your  statute 
joks,  at  the  various  statutes  which  have  been  passed  in  the  by-gone 
ears  of  legislation,  and  you  will  find  that  you  have  repeatedly  and 
instantly  violated,  by  your  own  acts,  the  very  principle  for  which 
le  gentleman  contends.  When  a  fund  is  given  for  certain  benevo- 
int  and  christian  purposes,  and  an  institution  is  formed,  and  rules  of 
overnment  prescribed  by  those  "who  have  made  the  endowment,  for 
sregulationanduse,and  the  right  to  that  fund  is  called  in  question,  is 
lere  any  impropriety  in  saying  that  the  pious  and  aged  members 
re  to  have  more  weight  and  influence  attached  to  their  upiuluns  and 
iews  than  the  young,  or  those  who  claim  association  with  the  so- 
lely merely  on  the  ground  of  birth-right  George  Fox,  the  founder 
f  this  society,  and  his  coadjutors,  saw  clearly  into  human  nature, 
'hen  he  gave  this  privilege  of  birth-right  in  the  institution  to  the 
hitdren  of  members,  but  it  never  was  his  intention  to  put  the 
owers  of  those  institutions  in  their  hands,  hut  to  give  them  to  their 
ged,  pious,  and  venerable  supporters. 

The  counsel  say  that  in  this  case  the  clerk  was  not  in  a  condition 
1  gather  the  sense  of  the  meeting,  that  he  was  partial.  Was  Comly 
1  a  better  condition  ?  Was  the  society  in  a  better  condition  to  have 
tiat  matter  settled  by  the  majority  principle  when  one  part  had  been 
tken  by  surprise,  the  other  party  having  double  their  numbers  in 
iiose  quarters  when  they  predominated  ?  Was  it  right  that  a  change 
hould  be  made  in  this  way?  But  the  clerk,  Samuel  Bettle,  did  not 
nterfere  in  this  business  in  any  way  to  subject  him  to  the  slightest 
mputation  on  either  side,  and  all  we  contend  for  is  this — that  in 
oint  of  fact,  the  representatives  not  agreeing  on  the  appointment, 
he  old  clerk  continued  in  office;  that  it  is  the  legal  course  in  such 
ases;  and  that  Comly  and  his  party  acquiesced  in  this  course  as 
he  correct  and  proper  one. 

If  the  majority  principle  is  to  prevail,  they  had  a  plain  course  to 
lursue,  but  the  true  power  exists  not  there,  it  is  beyond  and  above 
hem  ;  it  is  vested  in  the  judicial  tribunals  of  their  country.  Their 
ourae  still  was  plain  enough  ;  all  they  had  to  do  was  to  take  the 
irevsiling  sense  of  the  meeting,  or  the  majority,  as  it  is  termed,  and 
a  elect  a  new  clerk  upon  their  own  principles,  and  then  the  question 
«tween  the  two  clerks  would  have  been  settled  before  the  judicial 
ribunala  of  the  country,  if  they  could  not  adjust  it  among  them- 
elves.  It  was  so  in  the  meeting  at  Perth  Amboy,  and  a  judicial 
ribunal  decided  which  of  the  two  different  sets  of  trustees  was 
egitimate.  The  members  of  the  congregation  there  took  no  such 
tepa  as  have  been  adopted  here.  The  chief  justice  goes  over  tliesc 
opica  in  his  opinion,  to  which  I  will  now  call  the  altenliou  of  the 
ourt.     In  p.  33,  he  says : 

"The  only  acts  alleged  against  the  body  in  a  coUectiNi^ c;a.<^>^\\.'j > 
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ing ;  and  secondly,  the  appointment,  near  the  close  of  the  session, 
of  a  committee  to  visit  the  subordinate  meetings. 

"  First,  the  appointment  of  clerk  to  the  meeting.  To  regard  the 
act  against  which  this  complaint  is  directed,  as  the  appointment  (/ 
a  clerky  is  an  entire  misapprehension.  ^  It  was  in  truth  no  more  thao 
the  continuance  in  office  of  the  former  clerk  ;  and  as  it  seems  to  me, 
80  far  from  an  act  of  the  body  in  its  collective  capacity;  in  violation 
of  any  rule,  it  was  a  strict,  and  under  the  circumstances  in  which 
the  meeting  was  placed,  an  unavoidable  compliance  with,  an  ad- 
herence to,  the  ancient  custom  and  order  of  the  society.'' 

In  page  25  :  '^  It  is,  however  said,  the  greater  number  of  the  re- 
presentatives wished  to  release  the  former  clerk,  and  to  nominate 
another  in  his  stead  ;  that  a  proposal  was  made  to  take  their  sense 
by  a  vote ;  and  that  this  measure,  which  would  have  resulted  in  a 
majority  for  a  new  clerk,  was  prevented  and  defeated,  by  the  conduct 
of  those  who  sought  to  retain  the  services  of  the  former  officer.'' 

He  then  says,  p.  27 :  <<  The  constitution  of  this  society,  neither 
recognizes  nor  makes  provision  for  a  vote,  or  a  decision  on  the  prin- 
ciple of  numbers,  in  any  instance  or  predicament  The  minutes 
and  journals  of  the  various  meetings,  not  merely  within  the  bounds 
of  this  yearly  meeting,  but  within  the  pale  of  the  whole  society,  do 
not  furnish,  so  far  as  we  are  able  to  learn,  a  single  record  of  a  vote 
taken,  or  a  count  of  numbers." 

And  he  then  refers  to  Barclay,  p.  28  :  *  The  only  proper  judge 
of  controversies  in  the  church,  is  the  spirit  of  God  ;  and  the  power 
of  deciding  lies  solely  in  it,  as  having  the  only  unerring,  in&Uible 
and  certain  judgment  belonging  to  it ;  which  infallibility  is  not  ne- 
cessarily annexed  to  any  persons,  person  or  place,  whatever,  by 
virtue  of  any  office,  place  or  station  any  one  may  have,  or  have  had, 
in  the  body  of  Christ;  that  is  to  say,  that  any  have  ground  to  reason 
thus,  because  I  am,  or  have  been,  such  an  eminent  member,  therefore 
my  judgment  is  infallible,  or  because  we  are  the  greatest  number.' 

And  this  same  doctrine  is  supported  in  the  state  of  New  York,  in 
the  case  of  the  Purchase  preparative  meeting,  whence  the  supreme 
court  of  that  state  came  to  the  same  conclusion,  and  rejected  the  ma- 
jority principle.  But  if  that  party  had  intended  to  insist  seriously, 
that  the  majority  principle  should  prevail,  and  wished  to  bring  the 
matter  to  a  test,  their  course  should  have  been  to  propose  a  clerk  and 
bring  him  in  by  a  majority,  and,  if  they  really  had  a  majority,  register 
him  as  so  elected.  But  no  effi)rt  of  this  sort  was  made.  You  have 
the  views  of  the  chief  justice  in  page  29,  of  his  opinion  upon  the 
subject:  "There  is  another  fact  worthy  of  much  consideration,  in 
looking  into  the  propriety  of  these  proceedings,  which  is,  that  no 
person,  save  Samuel  Bettle,  the  former  clerk,  was  proposed  for  the 
•office.  The  importance  of  this  circumstance  in  civil  affairs,  is  thus 
shown  in  the  recent  American  treatise  on  the  law  of  corporations: 
*  Where  a  majority  protest  against  the  election  of  a  proposed  candi- 


47t 

■l0y  and  do  oot  propose  any  other  candidate,  the  minority  may  elect 
l» candidate  proposed.' "  Angel  &  Ames  on  Corp.  OT. 
^  After  all  these  events,  1  cari  have  no  hesitation  in  yielding  to 
lie  entire  and  unqualified  conviction,  that  the  body  remained  in  \t8 
ristine  vigour,  and  proceeded  to  business  as  the  Philadelphia  yearly 
weting  of  the  society  of  Friends."  And  if  this  body  really  were 
he  society  of  Friends ;  if  the  principle  I  have  adverted  to  be  correct, 

0  man  can  hesitate  to  say  that  the  yearly  meeting  was  in  full  exist- 
Qce  after  this  transaction.  Is  there  anything  else  to  show  that  it 
ras  not  in  existence  ?  They  rely  on  one  other  topic :  the  appoint- 
aent  of  a  committee  to  go  and  watch  over  the  respective  subordinate 
neetings,  in  order  to  strengthen  and  encourage  them,  in  the  tryine 
ireomstances  in  which  the  society  was  placed.  You  have  a  view  of 
Ms  in  the  testimony  of  Samuel  Bettle,  Ev.  vol.  i.  p.  69. 

''At  the  last  sitting  on  seventh-day  morning,  a  proposition  was 
otroduced  from  the  women's  meeting,  to  appoint  a  committee  to 
nait  tlie  respective  subordinate  meetings  for  their  strength  and  en- 
miragement.  To  this  there  was  a  decided  objection  made ;  some 
friends  then  in  the  meeting,  and  now  attached  to  each  of  the  par- 
ies, opposed  it.  The  doubt  of  some  was,  that  it  had  better  not  be 
laeided  at  that  time ;  with  others  there  was  a  decided  opposition  to 
}»  measure.  At  this  juncture,  a  Friend  stated  to* the  meeting  of  the 
Kit  door  proceedings,  the  private  meetings,  which  I  have  endeavoured 
10  describe,  and  opened  the  whole  subject ;  it  appeared  to  me  evi- 
katly  to  create  uneasiness  and  alarm^n  the  pert  of  those  who  had 
Men  concerned  in  these  meetings;  some  of  them  called  in  question 
ihe  accuracy  of  the  statement  that  had  been  made,  and  seemed  dis- 
posed to  deny  it ;  some  did  deny  it ;  others,  however,  said  that  the 
pneral  statement  was  accurate,  and  acknowledged  it.  The  propri- 
ety of  appointing  a  committee  under  such  circumstances,  appeared  so 
reiy  obvious,  that  the  opposition  in  a  great  measure  ceased  for  that 
ime,  after  which  there  was  a  greater  and  more  general  expression 
)f  anity  with  the  measure,  than  I  have  often,  if  ever,  seen  or  heard. 

1  had  been  watching  the  course  of  events  as  the  clerk  of  the  meeting 
o  know  how  to  act,  and  when  all  opposition  had  ceased,  and  it  waa 
fery  apparent  it  was  the  sense  of  the  meeting  that  the  appointment 
(hould  be  mad^  I  rose  and  stated  to  the  meeting  that  I  had  my 
loubts  when  this  proposition  was  first  brought  in,  whether  it  was 
npedient  to  adopt  the  proposition  at. that  time,  but  that  as  the  ser- 
fzat  of  the  meeting,  it  being  so  manifestly  its  sense,  I  should  now 
)roceed  to  make  the  minute,  and  accordingly  made  it,  and  united  with 
hem  in  their  views,  and  a  committee  was  appointed  pursuant  to  the' 
nimfte. 

<<  There  was  one  other  proposition  made  in  the  meeting,  and  that 
vts  to  raise  three  thousand  dollars,  to  aid  our  brethren  in  North  Ca- 
eKna,  in  removing  out  of  that  state  many  hundred  coloured  people; 
ight  or  niqe  hundred  of  them  at  least,  who  were  under  the  care  of 
he  Carolina  yearly  meeting,  and  whose  liberties  were  la  ^<e.crQ»t^^  ^ 
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unless  they  removed  out  of  the  state,  by  a  law  of  that  state.  T\ 
sum  it  was  proposed  should  be  raised  by  the  different  quarterly  me 
ings  in  the  usual  proportions.  This  was  entirely  united  wiUi :  i 
a  single  dissenting  voice ;  a  great  many  expressing  their  Views,  a 
a  minute  was  made  directing  the  quarterly  meetings  to  raise  the  n 
ney,  and  pay  it  to  Ellis  Yarnall,  the  treasurer  of  the  yearly  meetii 
There  was  no  other  business  that  I  recollect,  on  the  last  day  of  I 
sitting,  but  the  reading  of  the  minutes;  during  the  last  hour  of  1 
sitting  all  the  proceedings  were  read  over,  as  is  usual  at  the  close 
the  meeting  ;  no  objections  were  made  by  any  one,  to  any  part 
the  minutes,  and  the  concluding  minute  was  also  read,  adjoumi 
the  meeting  until  the  next  year,  at  the  same  time  and  place,  if  1 
Lord  permit,  or  using  such  other  expression  as  is  usual  on  suck  < 
casions,  with  those  who  acknowledge  the  superintending  care  of  ai 
vine  providence,  to  which  minutes  of  adjournment  no  objection  i 
made  by  any  one." 

I  shall  have  occasion  to  call  the  attention  of  the  court  to  the  priv. 
meetings  which  have  just  been  spoken  of.  These  were  the  meetii 
which  issued  proclamations  for  a  convention,  to  form  a  new  yeai 
;neeting ;  and  the  appointment  of  a  committee  is  now  relied  on  a 
ground  to  take  the  steps  they  did,  which  steps  were  taken,  and^ 
alleged  to  be  warranted,  on  the  idea  that  the  yearly  meeting  was  i 
solved  :  and  yet  these  very  steps  were  taken  b^/bre  this  commit! 
was  appointed.  Thus  the  effect  preceded  the  cause,^  and  the  wIm 
transaction  was  out  of  the  ordinary  course  of  things.  They  had  | 
together,  devised,  and  fully  planned  that  paper,  which  called  on  t 
Friends  of  their  party  to  hold  a  new  yearly  meeting,  before  the  coi 
mittee  had  been  appointed.  Again,  their  meetings  were  secret,  a 
they  were  holding  them,  whilst  those  very  members  thus  engagf 
were  in  public  attendance  on  the  regular  yearly  meeting  ;  and  whi 
they  were  at  the  same  time  opposing  the  formation  of  such  a  00 
mittee.  But  their  secret,  dark,  and  midnight  movements  had  be 
developed :  their  covert  and  undermining  proceedings  had  be 
brought  to  light  They  were  charged  with  their  duplicity :  fii 
they  denied,  then  evaded  ;  then  admitted  it,  and  shrunk  back  fire 
all  opposition  to  the  committee,  and  expressed  their  opinions  that 
ought  to  be  appointed.     It  was  agreeable  to  ancient  custom  to  1 

K^int  that  committee.  Samuel  Bettle,  in  vol.  i.  p.  70,  says  so  f  ai 
alliday  Jackson,- in  vol.  ii.  p.  134,  admits  that  such  committe 
have  often  been  appointed.  He  says,  that  their  own  yearly  meelii 
had  appointed  three  such  committees  already,  since  1827.  It  n 
not,  therefore,  out  of  the  ordinary  course  of  things  to  do  so.  I  6 
the  attention  of  the  court  to  the  minute  recording  the  appointmett 
It  is  found  in  Ev.  vol.  ii.  p.  478. 

«  At  a  yearly  meeting  of  ministers  and  elders,  held  in  Philadelpii 
by  adjournments,  from  the  fourteenth  of  fourth  month  to  the  18 
of  the  same  inclusive,  1827  : 

^  Having  proceeded  in  the  consideration  of  the  answers  to  the  qo 
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riea,  IS  fiu*  u  the  Sd  inclusive,  aod  the  meeting  being  brought  un* 
der  an  exen-ise  respecting  the  ministry,  it  was,  after  solid  considera- 
tion, coQcluded  to  appoint  a  committee  to  visit,  as  way  may  open,  the 
nveral  quarterly  and  preparstive  meetings  of  ministers  and  elders, 
ind  through  the  strength  which  may  be  vouchsafed  by  the  blessed. 
Head  of  the  church,  to  extend  such  advice  and  assistance  as  may  con- 
daca  to  the  health  of  the  body,  and  the  benefit  of  the  individual 
members;  to  which  service  the  following  Friends  are  named,  viz: 
Samuel  Settle,  William  Jackson,  Jonathan  Evans,  Thomas  Wistar', 
Hinehman  Haines,  William  Newbold,  Joseph  Whitall,  William  Al- 
Ihison,  Sarah  Cresson,  Jane  Settle,  Hannah  Whitall,  Elizabeth  Reeve, 
Mary  Wistar,  Elizabeth  Allinson,  Mary  Morton.  And  the  said 
qnarterly  and  prepnrative  meetings  are  desired  to  accommodate  this 
wmmittee  in  such  manner  and  at  such  times,  as  may  aid  thenf  in  the 
ftlfilment  of  the  duty  devolved  upon  them. 

"2d  Answer.  'A  belief  is , expressed,  that  ministers  are  generally 
nond  in  word  and  doctrine,  and  they  are  careful  their  ministry  . 
Vay  be  in  the  ability  queried  after.  One  quarterly  meeting  reports, 
dtat  one  of  its  branches  has  stated  that  much  pain  and  exercise  have 
been  experienced  on  account  of  persona  coming  among  them,  pro- 
WilntiDg  sentiments  or  doctrines,  tending  to  lay  waste  a  belief  in 
aw  Lord  and  Saviour  Jesus  Christ ;  and  the  same  quarterly  meeting 
adds,  that  uosoundnesa  in  the  ministry  exists  among  them." 
'  We  bave  shown  that  it  was  usual  to  appoint  committeea,  on  extraor- 
dhary  occasions ;  we  have  shown  that  the  opposite  party  carried  on 
aanieaof  secret  movements,  calculated,  if  carried  into  effect,  to  break 
1^  the  venerable  institutions  of  this  society  from  their  deepest  foun- 
dilioiiB ;  and  that  when  these  secret  actors  were  dragged  to  light,  and 
caHed  up  to  explain  their  conduct,  they  shrunk  from  alt  opposition 
to  the  measure  proposed.  Will  any  man  say  that  my  clients,  anxious 
ta  preserve  those  institutions,  were  wrong  in  the  eObrts  which  they , 
.made  to  shield  and  defend  those  who  were  undermining  them  7 
llie  chief  justice,  in  page  31  of  the  case  as  reported,  says  : 
"Waatheappointmentof  such  a  committee,  a  novel,  and  therefore  ' 
an^arming  occurrence?  More  than  one  witness  testifies,  and  no 
one  denies,  that  it  was  sn  ancient  custom  of  the  society.  ( Samuel 
Settle,  vol.  i.  Evid.  70.  Halliday  Jackson,  vol.  ii.  Evid.  133.)  Had 
the  meeting  power  to  make  such  appointment  i  Aside  of  the  aiulti- 
tnde  of  unquestioned  precedents,  a  witness  says,  'during  the  discua- 
■on  of  the  proposition,  there  was  no  suggestion  of  a  doubt  of  the 
l^ht  and  power  of  the  yearly  meeting  to  appoint  such  committee ; 
tM  difference  of  opinion  was  confined  to  the  expediency  of  making 
dte  appointment  at  that  time.'  ( Samuel  Settle,  vol.  i.  EvId.  70.) 
Was  the  purpose  of  the  appointment  laudable?  It  was  to  advise 
ud  counsel  the  inferior  meetings,  in  the  language  of  one  of  the  wit- 
aesaes,  'for  their  strength  and  encouragement.'  And  if  the  design 
iraa  to  prevent  schism  and  separation,  the  end  was  surely  commend- 
tbie  ;  and  if  the  measures  uken  to  attain  it  were  otherwiae.,  th%  crxi- 
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flure  ahould  rest  on  the  committee,  the  f^ota,  and  oot  on  the  mfietr 
iflg,  the  constituents.  Was  partiality  exercised  by  the  elerk,  or  aay 
other  person,  in  the  selection  of  the  Committee?  No. name  which 
was  proposed  was  rej^pied.  Was^  there  opposition  to  the  appoiBt- 
ment?  Strong  and  decided  at  the  outset  Was  there  at  length  ao 
acquiescence?  ^  A  greater  and  more  general  expression  of  uoitjr 
than  usual/  says  one  witness.  <The  opposition  pretty  genenllj, 
if  not  altogether  ceasing/  says  another  witness,  <  the  meeting  pro- 
ceeded to  appoint/  v(  Joseph  Whitall,  vol.  i.  Evid.  218.)  Another 
flays,  <  As  all  opposition  ceased,  a  minute  was  made,  atid  the  com- 
mittee appointed.'  (Thomas  Evans,  i.  vol.  Evid.  268.)  These 
matters  of  fact,  are  I  believe^  uncontradicted.  One  of  the  witneaseiy 
indeed,  intimates  that  the  clerk  made  the  minute,  being  jul^ect  en- 
tirely to  the  dictates  of  his  own  party.  But  the  clerk  himself  whose 
veracity  and  candour  are  not  only  above  reproach,  but  beyond  suspi- 
cion, and  who  surely  best  knew  his  own  motive  of  action^  says,  that 
though  doubting  at  first  the  expediency  of  the  measure,  he  made  the 
minute,  as  the  servant  of  the  meeting,  And  because  it  was  manifestly 
their  ^nse  that  the  appointment  should  take  place.'' 

I  have  now  gone  over  all  the  grounds,  so  far  as  I  have  been  able 
to  discover  them,  which  are  relied  on  as  tending  to  establish  the  fiiei 
that  the  old  yearly  meeting  of  Philadelphia  is  dissolved :  I  mesa 
over  all  the  grounds  of  complaint  resorted  to  oo  the  opposite  sida 
Is  there  anything  to  warrant  the  idea  of  its  dissolotioo  ?  Suppose  it 
were  proved  that  my  clients  had  acted  arbitrarily,  does  that  destroy 
the  yearly  meeting?  Does  that  justify  the  annihilation  of  iBStitu- 
tions  which  have  withstood  the  changes  and  convulsions  of  the  worU 
for  so  long  a  period  of  time.  Are  we  to  be  told,  when  one  party  in 
an  institution  acts  improperly  and  the  other  complains  of  his  conduct, 
that  the  institutions  themselves  are  therefore  to  be  taken  to  pieeee 
and  utterly  destroyed?  In  Halsted^s  Rep.  219,  in  a  like  case^ 
'where  a  division  of  the  society  had  taken  place,  and  two  separate  in- 
dependent bodies  had  been  formed,  the  chief  justice  says  : 

<<  Both  cannot,  then,  be  the  reformed  Dutch  church.  The  new 
body  Can  be  so,  only  by  taking  the  place  of  the  old  now  defunct — 
Is  then  the  ancient  body  dissolved  ?  Its  classis,  consistories,  s3mods, 
destroyed  ?  Its  ministers  deposed  ?  Its  people  no  longer  meni'- 
bers  of  a  lawfully  constituted  church — and  all  without  process,  trial, 
or  condemnation  ?  Have  they  lost  all  their  civil  and  ecclesiastical 
rights,  by  the  formation  of  the  new  body,  even  if  the  allegation  is 
-true  tJiat  errors  of  doctrine  and  of  practice  have  crept  in  among 
tbem  ?  To  enter  on  a  course  of  reasoning  to  resolve  these  questions 
is  superfluous.  No  one,  as  it  appears  to  me,  will  hesitate  to  answer 
them  in  the  negative. ^^ 

And  the  same  reinarks,  I  think,  might  have  been  quoted,  with 
great  aptitude,  by  the  chief  justice  in  this  cause.  There  is  not  any 
necessity,  therefore,  to  show  that  these  institutions  were  not  dis* 
solved  by  the  various  acts  on  the  other  side^  even  if  the  grouiids  of 
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against  my  dients  were  true.  The  great  object  of  a  eoart 
•f  equity  is  tQ  see  that  such  institutions  be  not  broken  up,  but  that 
Ihigr  be  preaeryed  foi^  their  original  purposes ;  and  there  is  a  power 
in  that  court,  through  the  instrumentality  of  the  attorney  genc^l  to 
preserve  them — to  see  that  no  abuses  creep  in  among  them,  and  that 
tbey  are  not  diverted  from  their  trusts. 

But  what  are  the  principles  which  have  been  gathered  together  by 
the  ingenuity  of  the  counsel,  to  show  that  a  dissolution  of  this  yearly 
flMeting  did  in  fact  take  place.     He  says  that  the  original  contract 
between  ^e  members  was  violated,  and  that  the  rights  of  his  party 
have  been  violently  taken  away;  and  he  has  cit^  authorities  to 
tbow  that  where  one  party  is  first  guilty  of  a  violation  of  his  con- 
triety  he  cannot  bring  his  action  against  the  other  party  for  a  subse- 
^lent  breach.     This  proposition  is  founded  on  the  fallacious  idea 
which  has  run  through  the  learned  counsel's  whole  argument,  that 
this  is  a  sort  of  joint  stock  fund — a  tenancy  in  common;  that  it 
belongs  to  the  members  for  the  time  being,  in  thdr  individual  right; 
not  that  it  is  a  property  attached  to  the  institution  itself,  and  in 
which  the  present  members  have  but  a  species  of  usufructuary  enjoy- 
ment; but  that  it  is  one  in  which  their  present  and  individual  righta 
ne  aooontrolled  and  absolute.   This  is  a  radical  error.    Can  any  man 
lock  upon  these  institutions  and  on  the  manner  in  which  they  have 
been  fostered,  protected  and  supported,  and  draw  such  a  conclusion  ? 
Can  he  look  on  the  property,  some  of  which  has  existed  for  ages,  and 
which  was  devoted  by  the  founders,  who  have  long  lain  in  their  graves, 
to  charitable  purposes,  and  still  consider  it  as  belonging  to  the  mem- 
bers for  the  time  being,  and  to  be  regulated  as  you  would  a  contract 
far  a  box  of  nails,  or  a  bag  of  coffee  ?    Is  this  correct  ?     It  never 
(Sua  be  so.     This  society  partakes  of  the  character  of  a  great  social 
eompact,  in  which  the  dead  and  the  living,  and  numbers  of  human 
beii^  who  are  yet  to  live,  are  all  engaged  :  it  is  a  great  compact  of 
tnist  and  confidence  between  the  venerable  founders  of  these  institu- 
tions on  behalf  of  themselves,  and  the  generations  of  men  who  are 
to  succeed  them  in  these  estscblishments,  on  the  one  part,  and  the 
government  of  the  country  on  the  other ;  and  that  government  is 
bound  in  duty  as  it  is  in  interest,  to  protect  and  preserve  that  com- 
post invi^ate. 

The  next  ground  taken  by  the  learned  counsel  is  that  of  the  right 
of  revolution.  He  says,  that  this  great  fundamental  compact  has 
been  destroyed;  and  that  his  clients  have  therefore  been  thrown 
bock  on  tbeir  reserved  rights ;  and  that  they  were  entitled  to  resort 
to  that  power  which  supersedes  all  law,  which  is  above  and  beyond 
it  It  IS  the  right  of  revolution  for  which  the  gentleman  so  earnestly 
contends ;  in  other  words,  that  state  of  things  in  which  a  man  is 
compelled  to  resort  to  those  weapons  which  are  given  him  by  the 
God  of  nature  for  his  protection  and  freedom.  It  is  a  sacred  right ; 
and  when  properly  exercised,  every  man  must  submit  to  it.  This 
is  the  right  of  a  people  having  no  ulterior  tribuu^\A  x^^ocX.  V^Vst 
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redreaSy  and  even  then  it  is  not  to  be  lightly  called  into  action  ;  it  is 
not  an  every  day  afiair.  It  is  only  to  he  resorted  to  in  the  last  mo- 
ment, and  when  every  other  hope  of  redress  has  failed.  Such  was 
the  case  in  our  own  great  revolution.  But  is  it  not  supremely  ridi- 
culous to  undertake  to  apply  this  great  law  of  force  t6  a  religious  in- 
stitution, existing  under  a  government  of  law,  that  law  still  in  foree 
and  a  judiciary  existing  to  support  it,  and  the  law  perfectly  able  and 
jcompetent  to  give  redress  wherever  its  protection  is  sought  for. 
This,  indeed,  would  he  a  most  singular  state  of  things.  Hefe  are 
our  laws,  willing  and  able  to  shield  and  defend  the  members  of  thb 
or  any  other  religious  society;  and  yet  in  every  difficulty  or  trouble 
fliey  may  chance  to  be  involved  in,  they  are  to  throw  themselves 
upon  their  last  resources.  They  are  not  to  resort  to  the  laws  of  their 
country  for  redress,  but  to  the  law  of  revolution  ;  and  in  times  lite 
these  we  are  to  be  talked  to  in  a  court  of  justice  about  the  laws  of 
nature  and  of  nature's  God.  Are  all  our  civil  and  religious  institu- 
tions to  be  thus  cari*ied  on  ?  Are  we  to  see  a  species  of  feudal  sys- 
tems established,  wherein  every  petty,  domineering  tyrant,  whether 
religious  or  secular,  may  play  the  despot,  and  mould  the  rights  and 
property  of  others  according  to  his  pleasure  ?  They  tell  us  that  t 
temporal  tribunal  has  no  right  to  interfere  with  our  proceedings; 
they  say,  we  throw  ourselves  on  our  reserved  rights,  we  will  brttk 
down  the  institutions  of  our  forefathers,  and  we  will  re-establish 
them  on  our  own  principles.  This  is  a  strange  doctrine  to  be  ad- 
vanced by  men  living  under  a  government  of  laws. 

But  if  these  institutions  are  to  be  considered  as  dissolved,  bsTS 
the  opposite  party  taken  the  course  to  mend  them  ?  Have  they 
done  that  which  duty  would  dictate  that  they  should  do?  Tbey 
have  issued  their  proclamation  ;  and  to  whom  ?  To  all  the  members?  ^ 
They  do  not  pretend  that  we  have  lost  our  rights.  If  you  look  to 
the  evidence  of  Halliday  Jackson,  vol.  ii.  p.  158,  and  Abraham 
Lower,  vol.  i.  p.  171  of  Depositions,  you  will  find  [a  distinct  ad- 
mission that  they  never  considered  our  members  as  disowned  or  dis- 
franchised. At  the  head  of  their  proclamation  they  undertake  to 
address  themselves  to  the  Friends;  b)iit  what  do  they  mean  by  the 
term  ?  In  the  body  of  the  instrument  they  speak  of  the  Friends 
in  unity  with  themselves.  These  are  party-proceedings;  §nd  when 
they  find  that  they  are  not  able  to  drive  the  opposite  party  out  of 
their  seat  and  privileges,  they  assemble  together,  and  in  their  private 
juntas,  recommend  a  convention  of  their  own  party,  and  00  form  a 
party  meeting.  I  refer  the  court  to  authority  to  show  that  a  notice 
of  proceedings  of  this  kind  must  be  served  on  all  the  members,  and, 
therefore,  that  they  have  proceeded  irregularly  in  re-organizing  the 
yearly  meeting,  even  if  it  had  eVbr  been  broken  up.  In  An^  on 
Corporations,  it  is  laid  down  that  a  special  meeting,  called^out  of  the 
established  order,  to  be  regularly  constituted,  a  notice  of  tho  meeting 
must  be  served  on  ail  the  members.  And  the  chief  justioe,  in  p. 
52  of  his  opinion,  observes  on  this  subject : 
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"  tf  the  body  which  then  closed  its  fuoctidns  for  the  time,  id  the 
usual  manner,  and  by  the  ancient  minute,  was  the  legitimate  body, 
it  is  enough  for  the  present  occasion,  nor  need  we  look  at  its  future 
history,  because  the  new  body,  which  claims  its  power  aod  place, 
assecibied  in  the  course  of  a  few  months,  and  before  the  recurrence 
of  the  next  annual  period.  It  may  not,  however,  be  unprofitable  to 
state  in  this  connexion,  as  appears  from  the  evidence,  that  in  the 
TCir  1S28,  and  since,  annually,  at  the  wonted  time  and  place,  meet- 
100  have  been  held,  of  such  as  have  thought  proper  to  attend,  of.  the 
acknowledged  members  of  the  ancient  society,  who  have  not  been 
disfranchised  by  any  act  of  any  tribunal,  claiming  to  represent  the 
society  of  Friends,  or  to  possess  or  exert  any  power  of  disowa- 
menL" 

He  then  observes,  after  having  gone  over  the  whole  subject,  that 
the  views  taken  to  show  that  the  yearly  nieeting  was  dissolved,  and 
tittt  it  had  been  Hubsequentiy  re-organized,  have  not  even  the  con- 
Wtency  of  the  mist  of  the  morning. 

I  DOW  propose  to  show  that  the  members  of  that  party  themselves^ 
did  not  consider  that  the  yearly  meeting  was  dissolved  and  re-oi^n- 
ised  ;  but  that  they  knew  at  the  time,  that  they  were  establishing  a 
Mw  yearly  meeting ;  and  that  the  idea  of  dissolution  was  a  mere 
iA«r  (bought,  resulting  from  a  consideration  of  the  consequeneea  of 
tboir  proceedings.  Look  at  their  address  in  vol.  3,  p.  456,  of 
DtpoBitioDS ; 

**  We,  therefore,  under  a  solemn  and  weighty  sense  of  the  im- 
portance of  this  concern,  and  with  ardent  desires  that  all  our  move- 
ueota  may  be  under  the  guidance  of  Him,  who  only  can  lead  us  in 
wtSely,  have  agreed  to  propose  for  your  consideration,  the  propriety 
and  expediency  of  holding  a  yearly  meeting  for  Friends  in  unity 
with  as,  residing  within  the  limits  of  those  quarterly  meetings,  here- 
farfbra  represented  in  the  yearly  meeting  held  in  PhilEidelphia ;  for 
which  purpose,  it  is  recommended  that  quarterly  and  monthly  meet- 
iagh  which  may  be  prepared  for  such  a  measure,  should  appoint  re- 
preaeotativefl  to  meet  in  Philadelphia,  on  the  third  second-day  in 
tenth-month  next,  at  ten  o'clock  in  the  morning,  in  company  with 
Other  members  favourable  to  our  views,  there  to  hold  a  yearly  meet- 
inc  of  men  and  women  Friends." 

rrom  this  it  is  perfectly  manifest  that  they  did  not  even  dream, 
at  that  time,  that  Uiey  were  continuing  the  old  yearly  meeting,  but 
that  their  sole  aim  and  object  were  to  create  a  new  yearly  meeting, 
profeandly  on  the  principles  of  the  early  professors  of  the  name. 
And  if  you  refer  to  the  minutes  of  the"  Hicksite"  Chesterfield  meet- 
inf^  Exhibit  L.,  you  will  find  the  same  idea. 

IT  •  recognition  of  the  continuance  of  the  old  yearly  meeting  had 
been  iotended,  would  they  not,  in  all  this  document,  have  spoken  of 
it  as  such  ?  But  when  you  find  them,  altogether,  shutting  out  that 
view,  and  speaking  of  a  yearly  meeting,  ana  the  principles  on  whioh 
it  wat  to  be  established,  how  can  it  be  coatended  that  this  waa  K.ttt- 
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organizatkm  of  the  old  meeting?  1  said  I  further  parposed  to 
show,  from  their  conduct  in  the  yearly  meeting,  that  they  did  net 
consider  the  old  yearly  meeting  dissolved,  and  that  this  was  a  men 
after  thought.  The  first  piece  of  evidence  on  this  poirt  ia,  thit 
Comly  continued  to  act  as  assistant  clerk  during  the  whale  meeting 
and  longafter  this  document,  which  was  the  germ  out  of  which  the  new 
yearly  meeting  was  to  arise,  was  manufactured.  You  find  a  propa- 
aition  came  up  to  raise  three  thousand  dollars  for  chatitable  purposH^ 
(vol.  1,  p.  70,)  and  that  it  was  carried,  and  that  the  meetings  raisBd 
their  quotas  and  sent  them  in  accordingly.  Can  it  be  pretended  tint 
a  dissolution. of  the  meeting  had  taken  place,  whilst  the  memben^ 
consisting  of  both  these  parties,  were  thus  attending  to  its  eoneerei 
and  interests  ?  Haliiday  Jackson,  in  vol.  2,  p.  55,  speaking  on  tUl 
subject,  says : 

^  The  business  of  the  yearly  meeting  was  proceeded^  in,  and  the 
usual  subjects  that  occupy  that  body,  such  as  considering  the  state  «f 
society,  from  the  answers  to  the  queries  that  are  brought  up  from  dw 
difierent  quarterly  meetings  in  their  reports,  the  reading  of  the  mi- 
nutes of  the  meeting  for  sufferings :  reading  reports  from  the  eoninil- 
tee  who  stood  charged  with  the  civilization  of  the  Indians,  and  the 
report  from  the  committee  of  Westown  school,  and  some  other  amI- 
ters  which  occupied  the  meeting  through  tlie  week,  which  it  is  aot 
necessary  to  mention  :  I  cannot  recollect  alt.'' 

In  vol.  i.  p.  218,  Joseph  Whitali  says,  '<The  meeting  proeeedai 
with  reading  the  epistles  till  they  were  gone  through  with,  and  thea 
adjourned  in  a  regular  manner  to  the  usual  time  next  year, 
one  dissenting  voice.  Those  who  have  since  gone  off  in  the 
sion,  were  generally  present  at  the  time  of  the  adjournment  I  be- 
lieve the  yearly  meeting  was  as  laree  and  numerous  at  the  last  sit- 
ting, as  at  any  sitting  during  the  week.^^ 

Now  when  you  find  these  very  men  continuing  in  the  yeariy 
meeting  throughout ;  objecting  to  some  propositions,  and  approvieg 
of  others,  even  after  the  document  for  the  establishment  of  the  new 
yearly  meeting  was  in  fact  prepared ;  and  when  you  find  them  at- 
tending, even  on  the  very  last  day  of  the  meeting,  how  ean  they 
possibly  pretend  that  they  considered  that  meeting  ae  dissolved,  aad 
that  its  dissolution  led  them  to  prepare  that  document  for  the  purpose 
of  reviving  and  reorganizing  it  ? 

I  now  proceed  to  the  schism  which  took  place  in  the  subordinate 
meetings :  I  will  not  go  over  the  evidence  in  detail,  for  it  is  unne- 
cessary to  do  so.  We  all  well  know  that  when  there  is  a  aeeessioa 
in  the  head,  it  is  sure  to  extend  itself  through  all  the  subordinate 
branches  :  and  their  position  as  to  being  the  true  society  or  not  miisl 
depend  on  the  head  to  which  they  have  attached  themsdvea.  John 
Gummere,  gives  an  account  of  the  schism  as  it  took  place  in  the 
Burlington  quarter.  The  orthodox  adjourned  to  another  place,  aad 
transacted  business ;  those  who  remained  behind  appointed  a  derk, 
and  attaehed  themselves  lo  the  yeariy  meeting,  held  in  Green  ao^ 


herry  streets,  by  the  "Htcksile"  party.  The  simple  fact  of  the 
embers  going  to  another  place  is  nothing,  but  they  would  not 
ansact  business  when  persons  were  present  who  had  not  a  right  to 
!  there,  and  such  persons  were  present  and  insisted  upon  con- 
nuing.  Now  tlic  port)'  who  attached  themaelvea  to  the  ancient 
sariy  nieetinfj,  are  the  true  members,  anil  are  to  be  considered  as 
instituting  the  legillmale  yearly  meeting.  In  Ihc  Chtisler field 
onthly  meeting  you  find  that  the  "Hicksites"  succeeded,  and  ap- 
nnted  a  new  clerk,  and  in  the  testimony  of  Josiah  GaskilJ,  page 
S4,  you  have  an  account  of  this  proceeding  :  they  joined  the  Green 
re«l  meeting  and  appointed  their  representatives  ;  to  this  point  you 
ive  also  the  testimony  of  Samuel  Craft,  Isl  vol.  page  339,  and 
imuel  Emlen,  page  324  ;  al^o  of  James  Brown.  In  vul.  ii.  page 
J3,  he  says,  ihal  Decow  was  appointed  treasurer,  after  the  separation 
jlMFeen  the  two  branches.  He  was  then  appoinleJ  by  this  new 
Hicksile"  preparative  meeting — that  the  "  Hicksite"  preparative 
leeting  Joined  Ihe  new  Green  street  yearly  meeting.  In  p.  332,  the 
tme  witness  says,  that  they  have  not  considered  themselves  mem- 
ers  of  the  Arch  street  yearly  meeting  since  the  year  1827. 

Here  then.  Is  a  division  ;  the  branches  give  in  their  adhesion  to 
teir  reapeclivc  heads,  and  they  are  to  be  judged  accordingly.  In 
le  Chesterfield  monthly  meeting,  according  to  Samuel  Craft,  per- 
ms were  present  who  were  under  dealing.  They  could  not  be 
tgslly  present  when  there  was  business  going  on,  and  therefore,  the 
Irthodox  removed  to  anoiher  place  to  transact  their  business,  and  the 
pposite  parly  remaining,  joined  the  Green  street  yearly  meeting. 
he  court  will  find  the  view  of  the  chief  justice  on  this  point  in 
mge  59: 

**  Upon  the  whole,  I  am  brought,  by  the  most  careful,  faithful,  and 
ninute  investigation  of  which  I  am  capable,  to  the  result,  that  Ihc 
Ireh  street  meeting  was,  and  the  Green  street  meeting  was  not,  the 
Philadelphia  yearly  mccling  of  the  society  of  Friends. 

»  We  are  now  too  look  for  the  consequences  on  the  cause  before 
he  court.  We  have  seen  that  every  preparative  meeting  within  the 
Mes  of  Pennsylvania  and  New  Jersey,  which  is,  through  and  by 
Ls  connecting  links,  connected  wiih,  and  subordinate  to,  ihe  yearly 
neettng  of  Philadelphia,  is  a  preparative  meeting  of  the  people 
ailed  Quakers;  and  any  preparative  meeting  or  assemblage  of 
lersoDS  calling  themselves  a  preparative  meeting,  not  thus  con- 
lected  and  subordinate,  is  not  a  preparative  meeting  of  that  peo- 
ile>  within  the  meaning  of  Iheir  constitution  and  discipline,  and 
rithin  the  meaning  of  the  subscripiion  to  the  school  in  the  present 
ase,  or,  in  other  words,  the  instrument  whereby  the  trust  fund  was 
rested-  We  have  farther  seen,  that  the  preparative  meeting  having 
othority  to  appoint  the  treasurer  of  the  school  fund,  is  the  prepara- 
ive  meeting  of  Chesterfield,  connected  with,  and  subordinate  to,  the 
nearly  meeting  of  Friends  of  Phitadelphia.  We  have  seen  that  the 
ireparative  meeting  whereby  Stacy  Dccow  was  appointed  treasurec^ 
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onpmization  of  the  old   meeUog  ?     I  eiid  1  ^  j^,.  ,.  *^- 

show,  from  their  conduct  in  the  yeirly  meaf        ^  -  a  sir^,   °^  f 

consider  the  old  yearly  meeting  diBsoIred,  r  .e/,/  n^p^jz  k 

after  ihounht.     The  first  piece  of  evider    ,.  ■'^"^oticdaiUr 

Conily  continued  to  act  aa  assisUnt  clerV  ^tJpeieat  amhmia  r 

and  longaflcrlhia document,  which  WM'  ^^<J*«or,  ^  !>-■ 

yearly  meeting  was  to  arise,  wu  mar       ^  ^gifJ^'^  "traaatra    '"' 

silion  came  up  lo  raise  three  thoiwar      ; }        -ntlv.  ^*^**'''''g''"'  ''^'^ 

[vol.  l,\t.70,)jndMtttH.wuiMT       -!,         "^     '  fi'-oir. 

their  quotas  and  sent  them  in  tc    , ./       ,  „      Inauicy  "''"'  """'*''  U''^" 

a  dissolution  of  the  meeting  hi    .' ,  '-„n.:dered  »"  ""^  '°^^y''  ^  ■•'*' 

eonsistins  of  both  the»  parti-   .^  r    ^,,Vo„  y^e  o(  /^e. ,  J.  H 

and  interests?     Halliday  J^  ,  •    ^^^  ;^.^j^     J'  .    ^^t.ngrepn**  tr^ 

subject,  says:  ■     ,  society,  and  one  yearly '"^''^'5    j:' 

«lhe  busmeMOflh.       .nfeHor  meetings  mustrolloW  the  fih  rf  ,,  -  ^ 

usual  subjects  that  oeo      ^^^  connected.     Every  Friend  \»  «  "'"'^  ,;  ,,, 

wcicty,  from  the  ani      *"    j^  j^  ^^^^         ^    ^^^^      ^l,i,h  overiooh    ^   ;,^, 

different  quarterly    >■  f ^^e  over  all  that  are  in  connection  wlirti  ^_^,, 

nutesoflnemwti,.,^       1^  i„  j^e  last  resort ;  which  presermtlw  ^,^.; 

tee  who  stocrf  c^^^j^^'H  ^^^  ^„j  i„  the  maintenance  of  their  pecri*    ,,^,e, 

report  from  "',;<'*  ^d,  which  identifies  them  as  a  body  of  Friendi  Uv, 

ten  wh.cb  or^^       .J      jjj  another  part  of  his  opinion,  sljtes,  «*  \s.tfl 

neceaaary  t'^ygy^,, ly ■'mi stake n  in  selecting  the  wrong  head,  he«W»  U-.s 

■ik  "iXilM  decide  against  them,  yet  he  here  aUtes  his  opini*  W-' 

witn  res    i/^a  reluctantly  he  might  so  decide,  yet  he  would  be  uni*  \if-^ 

Ur   Virty  °*"  ''eciding  that  they  must  be  determined  by  \h8'  I  -V 

"■"^        M^'^'I'^y  '"'^■^  '"  *'"  '"   '^"'^  ^''^y  ''^^®  selected  the  vtrSH  1;S 

MOD.      'li.  ^jsiake,  is  to  go  back  and  submit  themselvea  to  theirtr*  Iji 

1^     ii^tee.    This  position  is  supported  by  the  opinion  of  lord  Eldift  I  f 

ifKei^  already  quoted  ;  and  in  the  case  of  the  Purchase  pre[*-     « 

^/Jf  meeting  of  Aew  York,  which  was  decided  by  the  supremt    , 

**       J*!*!  of  that  state.     There  the  secession  had  taken  place  in  the  '/ . 

^'jjtiy  meeting,  and  that  determined  the  condition  of  the  prcpt-  V' 

'Je  meeting.  ,; 

^^is  must  be  so  in  the  natural  course  of  things.     How  else  can  r- 

Ajf  carry  on  the  business  of  their  society  ?     Can  there  tic  meetin|l  r' 

u  which  others  are  subordinate,  and  yet  those  meetings  not  be  am-  _' 

•get  themselves  to  any  subordination  ?  There  is  one  peculiar  feature   '' 

Jo^the  preparative  meeting  which  deserves  consideration.     Its  object  ^ 

^to  prepare  business  for  the  superior  monthly  meeting.      Now  if  it    '' 

dirowa  off  its  allegiance  to  that  meeting,  how  can  it  serve  its  legiti-    '• 

mate  purpose  of  preparing  business  for  it  ?  ." 

But,  saya  the  counsel,  the  preparative  meeting  has  the  control  of  f 

the  property,  and  in  that  respect  it  is  independent  of  the  montlilf    ' 

meeting.    This  is  a  mistake.    We  do  not  say  that  the  monthly  meet-    ' 

ing  has  the  control  of  the  property  ;  but  we  ask  which  is  the  prepi-    ^ 

tattve  meeting  to  which  it  belongs,  and  which  is  it  that  submits  to  a 
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'nation.  The  true  question  is,  not >vhich  meeting 
He  property,  but  which  is  the  true  preparative 
h  a  control ;  and  lo  ascertain  Ihat,  we  must  ii>- 
Se  legitimate  monthly  meeting.  An  inde- 
X,  is  an  anomaly  in  the  society  of  Friends. 
'it  of  New  Jersey,  the  presbytery  had 
-ty,  but  the  members  of  the  congre- 
,s  legitimate  control,  though  inde- 
If  it  be  the  duty  of  the  preparative 
.ess  for  the  monthly  meeting,  and  if  the 
.isely  the  method  in  which  it  shall  be  done, 
mpt  to  set  itself  up  as  independent,  cannot,  of 
coordination  to  the  great  federal  head.  You  have 
.hat  these  lower  meetings  exist  without  suborctina- 
.  will  speedily  destroy  all  church  government;  and  alt 
•nd  all  morality,  must  soon  follow  in  ita  train.  You  sow 
>  your  children  may  reap  the  whirlwind, 
iQtleman  tells  us,  in  the  next  place,  that  the  bill  was  not  filed 
w,  on  the  ground  of  a  breach  of  trust,  and  that  thej'  are  in 
a  of  the  school-house.  If  they  arc  rightfully  in  possession 
the  true  preparative  meeting,  they  are  unquestionably  enti- 
leh  possession,  and  also  to  all  the  school  funds.  But  if  they 
lie  true  preparative  meeting,  a  wrongful  possession  of  the 
use  can-  never  furnish  a  basis  in  equity,  for  the  recovery  up- 
[  and  mortgage  to  which  they  have  no  title,  and  of  which 
possession  at  this  present  period.  I  apprehend  there  can 
etence  for  considering  Decow  and  his  party  to  be  the  true 
re  meeting. 

I  conclude,  permit  me  to  remarlc,  that  this  is  not  a  question 
\.y;  but  of  such  a  character  that  it  is  intimately  linked  with 
Sgious  institutions  of  the  country.  We  contend  that,  as  a 
ourt,  you  have  no  ri|;ht  to  pass  upon  the  abstract  merits  of 
loes  of  the  society,  but  that  it  is  your  province  only  to  as- 
hat  they  are,  simply  as  the  characteristics  by  which  a  reti- 
ety  is  distinguished.  Lord  Eldon,  and  other  judges,  dis- 
furthcr  right.  But  I  am  warranted  by  all  the  authorities 
find  on  this  subject,  in  saying,  that  where  institutions  are 
>n.  certain  fundamental  rules  of  church  government,  the 
for  the  time  being,  have  no  right  to  change  in  essential  par- 
olong  as  they  are  warranted  by  the  laws  under  which  they 
it  is  the  duly  of  this  court,  whenever  an  effort  is  made  by 
or  the  few,  to  break  down  the  religious  institutions  to  which 
be  attached,  to  preserve  those  instilutiona  inviolate,  and 
t  the  views  of  their  founders  Ire  carried  into  full  operation, 
toother  way  to  preserve  our  institutions;  and  if  they  be 
B  handmaids  of  our  government  in  fostering  the  morality  of 
ry,  if  they  gave  you  that  important  aid  through  all  the  y»r 
iges  and  revolutions  you  have  passed  through,  in  eril  tlmftft 
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unless  they  removed  out  of  the  state,  by  a  law  of  that  state^  This 
sum  it  was  proposed  should  be  raised  by  the  different  quarterly  meet-^ 
ittgs  in  the  usual  proportions.  This  was  entirely  united  wiUi :  not 
a  single  dissenting  voice  ;  a  great  many  expressing  their  ViewS|  aad 
a  minute  was  made  directing  the  quarterly  meetings  to  raise  the  mo- 
ney, and  pay  it  to  Ellis  Yarnall,  the  treasurer  of  the  yearly  meeting. 
There  was  no  other  business  that  I  recollect,  on  the  last  day  of  the 
sitting,  but  the  reading  of  the  minutes;  during  the  last  hour  of  the 
sitting  all  the  proceedings  were  read  over,  as  is  usual  at  the  close  of 
the  meeting  ;  no  objections  were  made  by  any  one,  to  any  part  of 
the  minutes,  and  the  concluding  minute  was  also  read,  adjourning 
the  meeting  until  the  next  year,  at  the  same  time  and  place,  if  the 
Lord  permit,  or  using  such  other  expression  as  is  usual  on  such  oe- 
^»sion9,  with  those  who  acknowledge  the  superintending  care  of  a  di- 
vine providence,  to  which  minutes  of  adjournment  no  objection  wa» 
made  by  any  one." 

I  shall  have  occasion  to  call  the  attention  of  the  court  to  the  private 
nieetings  which  have  just  been  spoken  of.  These  were  theme^ngs 
which  issued  proclamations  for  a  convention,  to  form  a  new  yearly 
/neeting;  and  the  appointment  of  a  committee  is  now  relied  on  as  a 
ground  to  take  the  steps  they  did,  which  steps  were  taken,  and  are 
alleged  to  be  warranted,  on  the  idea  that  the  yearly  meeting  was  dis- 
solved :  and  yet  these  very  steps  were  taken  h^ort  this  committee 
was  appointed.  Thus  the  effect  preceded  the  cause,^  and  the  whole 
transaction  was  out  of  the  ordinary  course  of  things.  They  had  got 
together,  devised,  and  fully  planned  that  paper,  which  called  on  the 
Friends  of  their  party  to  hold  a  new  yearly  meeting,  before  the  com- 
mittee had  been  appointed.  Again,  their  meetings  were  secret,  and 
they  were  holding  them,  whilst  those  very  members  thus  engaged, 
were  in  public  attendance  on  the  regular  yearly  meeting  ;  and  whibt 
they  were  at  the  same  time  opposing  the  formation  of  such  a  com- 
mittee. But  their  secret,  dark,  and  midnight  movements  had  been 
developed  :  their  covert  and  undermining  proceedings  had  been 
l^ught  to  light  They  were  charged  with  their  duplicity :  first 
they  denied,  then  evaded  ;  then  admitted  it,  and  shrunk  back  from 
all  opposition  to  the  committee,  and  expressed  their  opinions  thai  it 
ought  to  be  appointed.     It  was  agreeable  to  ancient  custom  to  ap- 

E^int  that  committee.  Samuel  Bettle,  in  vol.  i.  p.  70,  says  so  y  and 
alliday  Jackson,- in  vol.  ii.  p.  134,  admits  that  such  committees 
have  often  been  appointed.  He  says,  that  their  own  yearly  meeting 
Imd  appointed  three  such  committees  already,  since  1827.  It  was 
^not,  therefore,  out  of  the  ordinary  course  of  things  to  do  so.  I  eill 
the  attention  of  the  court  to  the  minute  recording  the  appointments. 
It  is  found  in  Ev.  vol.  ii.  p.  478. 

«  At  a  yearly  meeting  of  ministers  and  elders,  held  in  Philadelphia 
by  adjournments,  from  the  fourteenth  of  fourth  month  to  the  ISth 
of  the  same  inclusive,  1827  : 

^  Having  proceeded  in  the  consideration  of  the  answers  to  the  que- 
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riesy  80  far  as  the  2d  inclusive,  and  the  meeting  being  brought  un- 
der an  exercise  respecting  the  ministry,  it  was,  after  solid  considera- 
tion, concluded  to  appoint  a  committee  to  visit,  as  way  may  open,  the 
several  quarterly  and  preparative  meetings  of  ministers  and  elders, 
and  through  the  strength  which  may  be  vouchsafed  by  the  blessed. 
Head  of  the  church,  to  extend  such  advice  and  assistance  as  may  con^ 
duce  to  the  heahh  of  the  body,  and  the  benefit  of  the  individual 
members ;  to  which  service  the  following  Friends  are  named,  viz : 
Samuel  Bettle,  William  Jackson,  Jonathan  Evans,  Thomas  Wistar, 
Hiachman  Haines,  William  Newbold,  Joseph  Whitall,  William  Al- 
Knson,  Sarah  Cresson,  Jane  Bettle,  Hannah  Whitall,  Elizabeth  Reeve, 
Mary  Wistar,  Elizabeth  AUinson,  Mary  Morton.  And  the  said 
quarterly  and  preparative  meetings  are  desired  to  accommodate  this 
committee  in  such  manner  and  at  such  times,  as  may  aid  thenf  in  the 
fulfilment  of  the  duty  devolved  upon  them. 

<<2d  Answer.  'A  belief  is , expressed,  that  ministers  are  generally 
sound  in  word  and  doctrine,  and  they  are  careful  their  mini^ry  . 
nay  be  in  the  ability  queried  after.  One  quarterly  meeting  reports, 
that  one  of  its  branches  has  stated  that  much  pain  and  exercise  have 
been  experienced  on  account  of  persons  coming  among  them,  pro- 
mulnting  sentiments  or  doctrines,  tending  to  lay  waste  a  belief  in 
oar  Lord  and  Saviour  Jesus  Christ ;  and  the  same  quarterly  meeting 
adds,  that  unsoundness  in  the  ministry  exists  among  Mem." 

We  have  shown  that  it  was  usual  to  appoint  committees,  on  extraor- 
dinary occasions  ;  we  have  shown  that  the  opposite  party  carried  on 
a  series  of  secret  movements,  calculated,  if  carried  into  effect,  to  break 
up  the  venerable  institutions  of  this  society  from  their  deepest  foun- 
tttions ;  and  that  when  these  secret  actors  were  dragged  to  light,  and 
called  up  to  explain  their  conduct,  they  shrunk  from  all  opposition 
to  the  measure  proposed.  Will  any  man  say  that  my  clients,  anxious 
to  preserve  those  institutions,  were  wrong  in  the  efforts  which  they  ^ 
made  to  shield  and  defend  those  who  were  undermining  them  ? 

The  chief  justice,  in  page  31  of  the  case  as  reported,  says : 

<<Wasthe  appointment  of  such  a  committee,  a  novel,  and  therefore 
aa.alarming  occurrence  ?  More  than  one  witness  testifies,  and  no 
one  denies,  that  it  was  an  ancient  custom  of  the  society.  ( Samuel 
Bettle,  vol.  i.  Evid.  70.  Halliday  Jackson,  vol.  ii.  Evid.  133.)  Had 
the  meeting  power  to  make  such  appointment  ?  Aside  of  the  iiulti- 
tude  of  unquestioned  precedents,  a  witness  says,  *  during  the  discus- 
son  of  the  proposition,  there  was  no  suggestion  of  a  doubt  of  the 
right  and  power  of  the  yearly  meeting  to  appoint  such  committee ;' 
the  difference  of  opinion  was  confined  to  the  expediency  of  making 
the  appointment  at  that  time.'  ( Samuel  Bettle,  vol.  i.  Evid.  70.) 
Was  the  purpose  of  the  appointment  laudable,?  It  was  to  advise 
tod  counsel  the  inferior  meetings,  in  the  language  of  one  of  the  wit- 
neaaes,  *  for  their  strength  and  encouragement.*  And  if  the  design 
waa  to  prevent  schism  and  separation,  the  end  was  surely  commend- 
able ;  and  if  the  measures  taken  to  attain  it  were  otherwise,  the  ceo- 


sure  should  rest  on  the  committee,  the  Rgents,  and  ool  on  the  meet- 
ing, the  constituents.  Was  partiality  exercised  by  the  elerk,  or  any 
other  person,  in  the  selection  of  the  Committee?  No  name  which 
was  proposed  was  rej^ted.  Was  there  opposition  to  the  appoint- 
ment ?  Strong  and  decided  at  the  outset  Was  there  at  length  an 
acquiescence  ?  <  A  greater  and  more  general  expression  of  unity 
than  usual,'  says  one  witness.  *The  opposition  pretty  generally, 
if  not  altogether  ceasing,'  says  another  witness,  <  the  meeting  pro- 
ceeded to  appoint.^  v(  Joseph  Whitall,  vol.  i.  Evid.  218.)  Another 
says,  <  As  all  opposition  ceased,  a  minute  was  made,  and  the  com- 
mittee appointed.'  (Thomas  Evans,  i.  vol.  Evid.  268.)  These 
matters  of  fact,  are  I  believe,  uncontradicted.  One  of  the  witnesses, 
indeed,  intimates  that  the  clerk  made  the  minute,  being  kiUect  en- 
tirely to  the  dictates  of  his  own  party.  But  the  clerk  himself  whose 
veracity  and  candour  are  not  only  above  reproach,  but  beyond  suspi- 
cion, and  who  surely  best  knew  his  own  motive  of  action^  MyB»  that 
though  doubting  at. first  the  expediency  of  the  measure,  he  made  the 
minute,  as  the  servant  of  the  meeting,  jind  because  it  was  manifestly 
their  sense  that  the  appointment  should  take  place.''  I 

I  have  now  gone  over  all  the  grounds,  so  far  as  I  have  been  able  j 
to  discover  them,  which  are  relied  on  as  tending  to  establisk  the  faet  ! 
that  the  old  yearly  meeting  of  Philadelphia  is  dissolved :  I  mesa 
over  all  the  grounds  of  complaint  resorted  to  on  the  opposite  side. 
Is  there  anything  to  warrant  the  idea  of  its  dissolution  ?  Suppose  it 
were  proved  that  my  clients  had  acted  arbitrarily,  does  that  destroy 
the  yearly  meeting?  Does  that  justify  the  annihilation  of  iostitii- 
tions  which  have  withstood  the  changes  and  convulsions  of  the  wdrU 
for  so  long  a  period  of  time.  Are  we  to  be  told,  when  one  party  io 
an  institution  acts  improperly  and  the  other  complains  of  his  conduct, 
that  the  institutions  themselves  are  therefore  to  be  taken  to  pieces  V 
and  utterly  destroyed  ?  In  Halsted^s  Rep.  219,  in  a  like  ease,  \ 
Vhere  a  division  of  the  society  had  taken  place,  and  two  separate  in- 
dependent bodies  had  been  formed,  the  chief  justice  says  : 

<<  Both  cannot,  then,  be  the  reformed  Dutch  church.  The  new 
body  can  be  so,  only  by  taking  the  place  of  the  old  now  defunct- 
Is  then  the  ancient  body  dissolved  ?  Its  classis,  consistories,  synoih^ 
destroyed  ?  Its  ministers  deposed  ?  Its  people  no  longer  mem- 
bers of  a  lawfully  constituted  church — and  all  without  process,  trisl, 
or  condemnati6n  ?  Have  they  lost  all  their  civil  and  ecclesiastical 
rights,  by  the  formation  of  the  new  body,  even  if  the  allegation  is 
-true  that  errors  of  doctrine  and  of  practice  have  crept  in  among 
them  ?  To  enter  on  a  course  of  reasoning  to  resolve  these  questions 
is  superfluous.  No  one,  as  it  appears  to  me,  will  hesitate  to  answer 
them  in  the  negative.  ^^ 

And  the  same  renaarks,  I  think,  might  have  been  quoted,  with 
great  aptitude,  by  the  chief  justice  in  this  cause.  There  is  not  any 
necessity,  therefore,  to  show  that  these  institutions  were  not  dis- 
solved by  the  various  acts  on  the  other  side^  even  if  the  grounds  of 


MmpIkiDt  againat  my  clients  were  true.  The  great  object  of  a  court 
of  equity  is  to  see  that  sucli  inBtituliona  be  not  broken  up,  but  that 
tbey  be  preserved  fo^  their  original  purposes  ;  and  there  is  a  power 
in  that  court,  through  ihe  instrumentality  of  the  attorney  genetral  to 
preserve  them — to  see  that  no  abuses  creep  in  among  ihem,  and  tliat 
tb^  are  not  diverted  from  their  trusts. 

But  what  are  the  principles  which  have  been  gathered  together  by 
the  ingenuity  of  the  counsel,  to  show  that  a  dissolution  of  this  yeariy 
meeting  did  in  fact  take  place.  He  says  that  the  original  contract 
between  t^  members  was  violated,  and  that  the  rights  of  his  party 
have  been  violently  taken  away;  and  he  has  cited  authoritioii  to 
Aow  that  where  one  parly  is  iirst  guilty  of  a  violation  of  his  cob- 
tnet,  he  cannot  bring  his  action  against  the  other  party  for  a  suttaer 
qoBDt  breach.  This  proposition  is  founded  on  the  fallacious  idea 
which  has  run  through  the  learned  counsel's  whole  argument,  that 
tfaia  is  a  sort  of  joint  stock  fund — a  tenancy  in  common  ;  that  it 
beloagB  to  the  members  for  the  time  being,  in  ih^r  individual  right; 
BOt  that  it  is  a  property  attached  to  the  institution  itself,  ana  in 
which  the  present  members  have  but  a  species  of  usufructuary  enjoy- 
ment; but  that  it  is  one  in  which  their  present  and  individual  rigbU. 
m  UQOontroUed  and  absolute.  This  is  a  radical  error.  Can  any  maa 
k>^  upon  these  institutions  and  on  the  manner  in  which  they  have 
basa  fostered,  protected  and  supported,  and  draw  such  a  conclusion  ? 
Cwi  he  look  on  the  property,  some  of  which  has  existed  for  ages,  and 
ivhich  was  devoted  by  lhefounders,whohave  long  Iain  in  their  graves, 
t*  ebarjtable  purposes,  and  still  consider  it  as  bdooging  to  the  niem- 
beta  for  the  time  being,  and  to  be  regulated  as  you  would  a  contract 
fer  ■  box  of  nails,  or  a  bag  of  cofiee?  Is  this  correct?  It  never 
caa  be  w.  This  society  partakes  of  the  character  of  a  great  social 
oompaet,  in  which  the  dead  and  the  living,  and  numbers  of  human 
beiaigi  who  are  yet  to  live,  are  all  engaged  :  it  Is  a  great  compact  of 
tnwt  and  confidence  between  the  venerable  founders  of  these  iastitu- 
tiods  on  behalf  of  themselves,  and  the  generations  of  men  who  are 
to  succeed  them  in  these  establishments,  on  the  one  part,  and  the 
Mwrament  of  the  country  on  the  other ;  and  that  government  is 
boofid  is  duty  as  it  is  in  interest,  to  protect  and  preserve  that  com- 
pest  invi^ate. 

Tbo  next  ground  taken  by  the  learned  counsel  is  that  of  the  right 
of  revolution.  He  says,  that  this  great  fundamental  compact  has 
been  destroyed ,-  and  that  his  clients  have  therefore  been  thrown 
twek  on  their  reserved  rights ;  and  that  they  wero  entitled  to  resort 
to  tiwt  power  which  aupersedes  all  law,  which  is  above  and  beyond 
iL  It  irthe  right  of  revolution  for  which  the  gentleman  so  earnestly 
contends ;  in  other  words,  that  state  of  things  in  which  a  man  is 

npelled  to  resort  to  those  weapons  which  are  given  him  by  the 


God  of  D^ure  for  his  protection  and  freedom.  It  is  a  sacred  right ; 
knd  when  pri»>erly  exercised,  every  man  must  submit  to  it.  This 
ii  the  tight  of^a  people  having  no  ulterior  tribaaa\^a  'c«k»\.  >aV» 
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redress,  and  even  then  it  is  not  to  be  lightly  called  into  action ;  it  is 
not  an  every  day  afiair.     It  is  only  to  be  resorted  to  in  the  last  mo- 
ment, and  when  every  other  hope  of  redress  has  failed.     Such  wis 
the  case  in  our  own  great  revolution.     But  is  it  not  supremely  ridi- 
eulous  to  undertake  to  apply  this  great  law  of  force  tb  a  religious  in- 
stitution, existing  under  a  government  of  law,  that  law  still  in  foroe 
and  a  judiciary  existing  to  support  it,  and  the  law  perfectly  able  and 
competent  to  give  redress  wherever  its  protection  is  sought  for. 
This,  indeed,  would  he  a  most  singular  state  of  things.     Hete  ars 
our  laws,  willing  and  able  to  shield  and  defend  the  members  of  thb 
or  any  other  religious  society;  and  yet  in  every  difficulty  or  trouble 
they  may  chance  to  be  involved  in,  they  are  to  throw  themselves 
upon  their  last  resources.    They  are  not  to  resort  to  the  laws  of  tbdr 
country  for  redress,  but  to  the  law  of  revolution  ;  and  in  times  like 
these  we  are  to  be  talked  to  in  a  court  of  justice  about  the  laws  of 
nature  and  of  nature's  God.     Are  all  our  civil  and  religious  institu- 
tions to  be  thus  carMed  on  ?    Are  we  to  see  a  species  of  feudal  sys- 
tems established,  wherein  every  petty,  domineering  tyrant,  whether 
religious  or  secular,  may  play  the  despot,  and  mould  the  rights  and 
property  of  others  according  to  his  pleasure  ?    They  tell  us  that  a 
temporal  tribunal  has  no  right  to  interfere  with  our  proceedingi; 
they  say^  we  throw  ourselves  on  our  reserved  rights,  we  will  brw 
down  the  institutions  of  our  forefathers,  and  we  will  re-estaUish 
them  on  our  own  principles.    This  is  a  strange  doctrine  to  be  ad- 
vanced by  men  living  under  a  government  of  laws. 

But  if  these  institutions  are  to  be  considered  as  dissolved,  have 
the  opposite  party  taken  the  course  to  mend  them  ?  Have  thej 
done  that  which  duty  would  dictate  that  they  should  do?  They 
have  issued  their  proclamation  ;  and  to  whom  ?  To  all  the  members? 
They  do  not  pretend  that  we  have  lost  our  rights.  If  you  look  to 
the  evidence  of  Halliday  Jackson,  vol.  ii.  p.  158,  and  Abraham 
Lower,  vol.  i.  p.  171  of  Depositions,  you  will  find  [a  distinct  ad- 
mission that  they  never  considered  our  members  as  disowned  or  dis- 
franchised. At  the  head  of  their  proclamation  they  undertake  to 
address  themselves  to  the  Friends ;  bi^t  what  do  they  mean  by  the 
term  ?  In  the  body  of  the  instrument  they  speak  of  the  Friendi 
in  unity  with  themselves.  These  are  party-proceedings;  ^ nd  when 
they  find  that  they  are  not  able  to  drive  the  opposite  party  out  of 
their  seat  and  privileges,  they  assemble  together,  and  in  their  private 
juntas,  recommend  a  convention  of  their  own  party,  and  so  form  a 
party  meeting.  I  refer  the  court  to  authority  to  show  that  a  notice 
of  proceedings  of  this  kind  must  be  served  on  all  the  members,  and, 
therefore,  that  they  have  proceeded  irregularly  in  re-organizing  the 
yearly  meeting,  even  if  it  had  ev^r  been  broken  up.  in  Angel  od 
Corporations,  it  is  laid  down  that  a  special  meeting,  called^out  of  the 
established  order,  to  be  regularly  constituted,  a  notice  of  the  meeting 
must  be  served  on  all  the  members.  And  the  chief  justice,  in  p. 
52  of  his  opinion,  observes  on  this  subject : 


4W  * 

)  body  which  then  closed  its  functions  for  the  time,  in  the 
iner,  and  by  the  ancient  minute,  was  the  legitimate  body, 
gh  for  the  present  occasion,  nor  need  we  look  at  its  future 
because  the  new  body,  which  claims  its  power  and  place, 
1  in  the  course  of  a  few  months,  and  before  the  recurrence 
xt  annual  period.  It  may  not,  however,  be  unprofitable  to 
lis  connexion,  as  appears  from  the  evidence,  that  in  the 
B,  and  since,  annually,  at  the  wonted  time  and  place,  meet- 
!  been  held,  of  such  as  have  thought  proper  to  attend,  of  the 
dged  members  of  the  ancient  society,  who  have  not  been 
ised  by  any  act  of  any  tribunal,  claiming  to  represent  the 
f  Friends,  or  to  possess  or  exert  any  power  of  disown- 

n  observes,  after  having  gone  over  the  whole  subject,  that 
taken  to  show  that  the  yearly  nieeting  was  dissolved,  and 
i  been  subsequently  re-organized,  have  not  even  the  con- 
)f  the  mist  of  the  morning. 

propose  to  show  that  the  members  of  that  party  themselves, 
insider  that  the  yearly  meeting  was  dissolved  and  re-organ- 
t  that  they  knew  at  the  time,  that  they  were  estafaiishing  a 
rly  meeting ;  and  that  the  idea  of  dissolution  was  a  mere 
ight,  resulting  from  a  consideration  of  the  consequences  of 
iceedings.  Look  at  their  address  in  vol.  2,  p.  456,  of 
ins: 

therefore,  under  a  solemn  and  weighty  sense  of  the  im- 
of  this  concern,  and  with  ardent  desires  that  all  our  move- 
ly  be  under  the  guidance  of  Him,  who  only  can  lead  us  in 
ive  agreed  to  propose  for  your  consideration,  the  propriety 
diency  of  holding  a  yearly  meeting  for  Friends  in  unity 
residing  within  the  limits  of  those  quarterly  meetings,  here- 
iresented  in  the  yearly  meeting  held  in  Philadelphia ;  for 
irpose,  it  is  recommended  that  quarterly  and  monthly  meet- 
ch  may  be  prepared  for  such  a  measure,  should  appoint  re- 
ives to  meet  in  Philadelphia,  on  the  third  second-day  in 
nth  next,  at  ten  o'clock  in  the  morning,  in  company  with 
mbers  favourable  to  our  views,  there  to  hold  a  yearly  meet- 
en  and  women  Friends." 

this  it  is  perfectly  manifest  that  they  did  not  even  dream, 
me,  that  they  were  continuing  the  old  yearly  meeting,  but 
r  sole  aim  and  object  wei*e  to  create  a  new  yearly  meeting, 
lly  on  the  principles  of  the  early  professors  of  the  name, 
ou  refer  to  the  minutes  of  the  <<  Hicksite'^  Chesterfield  meet- 
libit  L.,  you  will  find  the  same  ijlea. 
x^ognition  of  the  continuance  of  the  old  yearly  meeting  had 
mded,  would  they  not,  in  all  this  document,  have  spoken  of 
1  ?  But  when  you  find  them,  altogether,  shutting  out  that 
id  speaking  of  a  yearly  meetingi  and  the  principles  on  which 
I  be  established,  how  can  it  be  contended  that  this  waa  a  i»r 
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organization  of  the  old  meeting?  I  said  I  further  purposed  to 
ahowy  from  their  conduct  in  the  yearly  meeting,  that  they  did  not 
oonsider  the  old  yearly  meeting  dissolved,  and  that  this  was  a  mere 
after  thought.  The  first  piece  of  evidence  on  this  poirt  k,  that 
Comly  continued  to  act  as  assistant  clerk  during  the  whole  nieetin|^ 
and  longafter  this  document,  which  was  the  germ  out  of  which  the  new 
yearly  meeting  was  to  arise,  was  manufactured.  You  find  a  propo- 
sition came  up  to  raise  three  thousand  dollars  for  ch^itable  purposes^ 
(vol.  1,  p.  70,)  and  that  it  was  carried,  and  that  the  meetings  raised 
their  quotas  and  sent  them  in  accordingly.  Can  it  be  pretended  that 
a  dissolution^of  the  meeting  had  taken  place,  whilst  the  memben^ 
consisting  of  both  these  parties,  were  thus  attending  to  its  eoneeros 
and  interests  ?  Halliday  Jackson,  in  vol.  2,  p.  ^^^  speaking  on  this 
subject,  says : 

^The  business  of  the  yearly  meeting  was  proceeded^  in,  and  the 
usual  subjects  that  occupy  that  body,  such  as  considering  the  state  ef 
society,  from  the  answers  to  the  queries  that  are  brought  up  from  the 
difierent  quarterly  meetings  in  their  reports,  the  reading  of  the  mi- 
nutes of  the  meeting  for  sufferings :  reading  reports  from  the  eommil* 
tee  who  stood  charged  with  the  civilization  of  the  Indians,  and  the 
report  from  the  committee  of  Westown  school,  and  some  other  flMl- 
ters  which  occupied  the  meeting  through  tlie  wedc,  which  it  is  sot 
necessary  to  mention  :  I  eannot  recollect  all.'' 

In  vol.  i.  p.  218,  Joseph  Whitall  says,  '<The  meeting  proeeeM 
with  reading  the  epistles  till  they  were  gone  through  with,  and  then 
adjourned  in  a  regular  manner  to  the  usual  time  next  year,  witboel 
one  dissenting  voice.  Those  who  have  since  gone  off  in  the  seeei- 
ston,  were  generally  present  at  the  time  of  the  adjournment  I  be- 
lieve the  yearly  meeting  was  as  large  and  numerous  at  the  last  sit- 
ting, as  at  any  sitting  during  the  week.^ 

Now  when  you  find  these  very  men  continuing  in  the  yeariy 
meeting  throughout ;  objecting  to  some  propositions,  and  approvieg 
of  others,  even  after  the  document  for  the  establishment  of  the  neir 
yearly  meeting  was  in  fact  prepared ;  and  when  you  find  theoi  at- 
tending, even  on  the  very  last  day  of  the  meeting,  how  can  they 
possibly  pretend  that  they  considered  that  meeting  ae  dissolved,  aad 
that  its  dissolution  led  them  to  prepare  that  document  for  tlie  purpose 
of  reviving  and  reorganizing  it  ? 

I  now  proceed  to  the  schism  which  took  place  in  the  subordinate 
meetings :  I  will  not  go  over  the  evidence  in  detail,  for  it  is  unne^ 
cessary  to  do  so.  We  all  well  know  that  when  there  is  a  secessioa 
in  the  head,  it  is  sure  to  extend  itself  through  all  the  subordinate 
branches  :  and  their  position  as  to  being  the  true  society  or  not  miill 
depend  on  the  head  to  which  they  have  attached  themselves.  John 
Gummere,  gives  an  account  of  the  schism  as  it  took  place  in  the 
Burlington  quarter.  The  orthodox  adjourned  to  another  place,  Vki 
transacted  business ;  those  who  remained  behind  appointed  a  deirk, 
and  attaofaed  themselves  to  the  yearly  meeting,  h^hl  in  Green  aol 
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Iherry  streetSi  by  the  **  Hicksite"  party.  The  simple  fact  of  the 
lembera  going  to  another  place  is  nothing,  but  they  would  not 
ransact  business  when  persons  were  present  who  had  not  a  right  to 
e  there,  and  such  persons  were  present  and  insisted  upon  con- 
iDuiag.  Now  the  party  who  attached  themselves  to  the  ancient 
eftfly  meeting,  are  the  true  members,  and  are  to  be  considered  as 
OQStituting  the  legitimate  yearly  meeting.  In  the  Chesterfield 
loothly  meeting  you  find  that  the  *^  Hicksites"  succeeded,  and  ap- 
Dinted  a  new  clerk,  and  in  the  testimony  of  Josiah  Gaskill,  page 
84,  you  have  an  account  of  this  proceeding  :  they  joined  the  Green 
treet  meeting  and  appointed  their  representatives  ;  to  this  point  you 
ave  also  the  testimony  of  Samuel  Craft,  1st  vol.  page  339,  and 
amuel  Emlen,  page  324  ;  also  of  James  Brown.  In  vol.  ii.  page 
23,  he  says,  that  Dccow  was  appointed  treasurer,  after  the  separation 
stween  the  two  branches.  He  was  then  appointed  by  this  new 
Hicksite"  preparative  meeting — that  the  *•  Hicksite"  preparative 
leeting  joined  the  new  Green  street  yearly  meeting.  In  p.  322,  the 
ime  witness  says,  that  they  have  not  considered  themselves  mem- 
in  of  the  Arch  street  yearly  meeting  since  the  year  1827. 
Here  then,  is  a  division ;  the  branches  give  in  their  adhesion  to 
leir  respective  heads,  and  they  are  to  be  judged  accordingly.  In 
e  Chesterfield  monthly  meeting,  according  to  Samuel  t!raft,  per- 
ns were  present  who  were  under  dealing.  They  could  not  be 
plly  present  when  there  was  business  going  on,  and  therefore,  the 
rlhodox  relAoved  to  another  place  to  transact  their  business,  and  the 
ipo«ite  party  remaining,  joined  the  Green  street  yearly  meeting, 
be  court  will  find  the  view  of  the  chief  justice  on  this  point  in 
ige  59: 

«  Upon  the  whole,  I  am  brought,  by  the  most  careful,  faithful,  and 
inute  investigation  of  which  I  am  capable,  to  the  result,  that  the 
reh  street  meeting  was,  and  the  Green  street  meeting  was  not,  the 
hiladelphia  yearly  meeting  of  the  society  of  Friends. 
^  We  are  now  too  look  for  the  consequences  on  the  cause  before 
e  court  We  have  seen  that  every  preparative  meeting  within  the 
ales  of  Pennsylvania  and  New  Jersey,  which  is,  through  and  by 
I  connecting  links,  connected  with,  and  subordinate  to,  the  yearly 
eeting  of  Philadelphia,  is  a  preparative  meeting  of  the  people 
lied  Quakers;  and  any  preparative  meeting  or  assemblage  of 
arsons  calling  themselves  a  preparative  meeting,  not  thus  con- 
^cted  and  subordinate,  is  not  a  preparative  meeting  of  that  peo- 
le,  within  the  meaning  of  their  constitution  and  discipline^  and 
tthin  the  meaning  of  the  subscription  to  the  school  in  the  present 
ise,  or,  in  other  words,  the  instrument  whereby  the  trust  fund  was 
-eated.  We  have  farther  seen,  that  the  preparative  meeting  having 
ithority  to  appoint  the  treasurer  of  the  school  fund,  is  the  prepara- 
Te  meeting  of  Chesterfield,  connected  witii,  and  subordinate  td,  the 
early  meeting  of  Friends  of  Philadelphia.  We  have  seen  that  the 
reparative  meeting  whereby  Stacy  Decow  was  appointed  treaaat^t^ 
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WBB  not,  at  the  time  of  that  appointment,  connected  with,  and  subor- 
dinate to,  the  Arch  street  meeting,  but  had  previously  disunited 
itself  therefrom,  and  connected  itself  with  the  Green  sti^t  meet- 
ing; and  that,  therefore,  it  was  not  the  Chestcrfidd  preparative 
meeting  of  Friends,  at  Crosswicks,  meant  and  mentioned  in  the 
establishment  of  the  school  fund,  and  had  not  competent  authoritjf 
to  discharge  Joseph  Hendrickson  and  appoint  a  successor. 

<<  There  is,  then,  no  successor  to  the  person  named  as  treasurer  in 
ifae  bond  and  mortgage,  and  he  has,  consequently^  the  legal  ri^t  to 
l^cover  the  money. 

In  page  65,  jgdge  Drake  observes :  <<  Our  inquiry  now  must  be, 
whether  each  of  these  bodies  is  to  be  considered  as  the  socieqr  ^ 
Friends,  contemplated  in  this  trust,  or  only  one  of  them ;  and  if 
but  one,  which  is  that  one  ?    And  which  yearly  meeting  represents 
it?     For  if  there  be  but  one  society,  and  one  yearly  meeting  which 
jinswers  to  the  trust,  the  inferior  meetings  must  follow  the  &ie  of 
those  to  which  they  stand  connected.    £very  Friend  is  a  member 
of  this  yearly  meeting.     It  is  the  yearly  meeting  which  overlook^ 
controls,  and  exerts  a  care  over  all  that  are  in  connection  with  it; 
which  hears  their  appeals  in  the  last  resort ;  which  preserves  their 
uniformity  in  discipline,  and  in  the  maintenance  of  their  peeoliar 
testimonies;  in  a  word,  which  identifies  them  as  a  body  of  Frienda'' 
Jfow,  ahhough  the  judge  in  another  part  of  his  opinion,  states,  thit 
if  seceders  are  only  mistaken  in  selecting  the  wrong  head,  he  woM  ^ 
with  reluctance  decide  against  them,  yet  he  here  states  his  opinioiv  ^ 
that  however  reluctantly  he  might  so  decide,  yet  he  would  be  under 
the  necessity  of  deciding  that  they  must  be  determined  by  tbeJr 
head  :  all  they  have  to  do  in  case  they  have  selected  the  wrong 
head,  in  mistake,  is  to  go  back  and  submit  themselves  to  their  true  . 
allegiance.     This  position  is  supported  by  the  opinion  of  lord  EldoOf  ' 
in  the  case  already  quoted  ;  and  in  the  case  of  the  Purchase  prept- 
rative  meeting  of  New  York,  which  was  decided  by  the  sopreme 
court  of  that  state.     There  the  secession  had  taken  place  in  the 
monthly  meeting,  and  that  determined  the  condition  of  the  prep*' 
tative  meetine. 

This  must  be  so  in  the  natural  course  of  things.  How  else  cio 
they  carry  on  the  business  of  their  society  ?  Can  there  be  meetira 
to  which  others  are  subordinate,  and  yet  those  meetings  not  be  iQo- 
ject  themselves  to  any  subordination  ?  There  is  one  peculiar  fisature 
in  the  preparative  meeting  which  deserves  consideration.  Its  oUed 
is  to  prepare  business  for  the  superior  monthly  meeting.  Now  if  it 
throws  off  its  allegiance  to  that  meeting  how  can  it  serve  its  hgA'  ^> 
mate  purpose  of  preparing  business  for  it  ?  ^ 

But,  s^ys  the  counsel,  the  preparative  meetins  has  the  control  of  !i 
the  propertv,  and  in  that  respect  it  is  independent  of  the  mootUy  |^ 
meeting.  This  is  a  mistake.  We  do  not  say  that  the  monthly  meet-  ^ 
in(^  has  the  control  of  the  property ;  but  we  ask  which  ia  the  prept-  N 
rative  meeting  to  which  it  belongs,  and  which  is  it  that  submits  to  a  n 
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the  control  of  the  property,  but  which  is  the  true  preparative 
ting  entitled  to  such  a  control ;  and  to  ascertain  that,  we  must  in- 
e  which  adheres  to  the  legitimate  monthly  meeting.  An  inde- 
cent preparative  meeting,  is  an  anomaly  in  the  society  of  Friends. 
be  case  of  Crowel  at  the  suit  of  New  Jersey,  the  presbytery  had 
lirect  control  over  the  property,  but  the  members  of  the  congre- 
Bn  were  bound  to  submit  to  its  legitimate  control,  though  inde- 
lent  in  matters  of  property.  If  it  be  the  duty  of  the  preparative 
ting  to  prepare  the  business  for  the  monthly  meeting,  and  if  the 
lipline  points  out  precisely  the  method  in  which  it  shall  be  done, 
meeting,  if  it  attempt  to  set  itself  up  as  independent,  cannot,  of 
■ae,  be  in  due  subordination  to  the  great  federal  head.  You  have 
'  to  declare  that  these  lower  meetings  exist  without  suhordina- 
,  and  you  will  speedily  destroy  all  church  government;  and  all 
;iOD,  and  all  morality,  must  soon  follow  in  its  train.  You  sow 
triad  ;  your  children  may  reap  the  whirlwind, 
he  gentleman  tells  us,  in  the  next  place,  that  the  bill  was  not  liled 
■edress,  on  the  ground  of  a  breach  of  trust,  and  that  they  are  in 
ession  of  the  school-house.  If  they  are  rightfully  in  possession 
t,  as  the  true  preparative  meeting,  they  are  unquestionably  enti- 
to  such  possession,  and  also  to  all  the  school  funds.  But  if  they 
[lot  the  true  preparative  meeting,  a  wrongful  possession  of  the 
ol-kousc  can  never  furnish  a  basis  in  equity,  for  the  recovery  up- 
bond  and  mortgage  to  which  they  have  no  title,  and  of  which 
ire  in  possession  at  this  present  period.  I  apprehend  there  can 
ID  pretence  for  considering  Decow  and  his  party  to  be  the  true 
arative  meeting. 

efore  t  conclude,  permit  me  to  remark,  that  this  is  not  a  questioti 
■operty;  but  of  such  a  character  tliat  it  is  intimately  linked  with 
K  religious  institutions  of  the  country.  We  contend  that,  as  a 
iial  court,  you  have  no  right  to  pass  upon  the  abstract  merits  of 
loctrines  of  the  society,  but  that  it  is  your  province  only  to  as- 
in  what  they  are,  simply  as  the  characteristics  by  which  a  reli- 
I  society  is  di.stinguished.  Lord  Etdon,  and  otiier  judges,  dis- 
1  any  further  right.  But  1  am  warranted  by  all  the  authorities 
h  I  find  on  this  subject,  in  saying,  that  where  institutions  are 
Jed  on  certain  fundamental  rules  of  church  government,  the 
bers  for  the  time  being,  have  no  right  to  change  in  essential  par- 
irs,  so  long  as  they  are  warranted  by  the  laws  under  which  they 
,  and  it  is  the  duty  of  this  court,  whenever  an  effort  is  made  by 
nany  or  the  few,  to  break  down  the  religious  institutions  to  which 
may  be  attached,  to  preserve  those  institutions  inviolate,  and 
e  that  the  views  of  tiieir  founders  be  carried  into  full  operation. 
•e  is  no  other  way  to  preserve  our  institutions;  and  if  they  be 
3d  the  handmaids  of  our  government  in  fostering  the  morality  of 
!ounlryj  if  they  gave  you  that  important  aid  through  all  the  va- 
I  change*  and  revolutions  you  have  passed  throu^,  in  vi\K  ^xsisa 
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and  prosperous  times,  in  clouds  and  in  sunshine,  until  jroa  haye  been 
brought,  through  their  instrumentality,  to  the  high  and  honourable 
elevation  on  which  we  are  now  reposing,  it  is  the  duty  of  courts  and 
judges,  as  it  is  of  every  good  and  virtuous  man,  to  shield  and  pro- 
tect them. 

Allow  me  to  cite  a  passage  from  the  works  of  a  man,  whose  long 
experience,  and  eminent  talents,  entitle  his  opinion  to  some  conside- 
ration. <<  Depend  upon  it,  the  world  cannot  be  held  together  with- 
out morals :  nor  can  morals  maintain  their  station  in  the  human  heart 
without  religion,  which  is  the  corner-stone  of  human  virtue.'^  We 
have  lately  had  a  most  striking  proof  of  this  sublime  and  conaoliDg 
truth,  in  one  result,  at  least,  of  the  revolution  which  has  astonished 
and  shaken  the  earth.  Though  a  Cailse^  philosophy  was  permitted 
for  a  stckson  to  raise  up  her  vain  fantastic  iront,  and  to  trample  down 
the  christian  establishments  and  instituiionSy  yet  on  a  sudden  God 
said  ^  Let  there  be  lights  and  there  was  light  J  The  altars  of  re- 
ligion were  restored,  not  purged  indeed  of  human  errors  and  supor^ 
stitions ;  not  reformed  in  the  just  sense  of  reformation  ;  yet  the 
christian  religion  is  re-established,  leading  on  to  further  refonnatioo, 
and  fulfilling  the  hope  that  the  doctrines  and  practice  of  christianitf 
shall  overspread  the  face  of  the  earth. 

LfOrd  EIrskine  was  originally  an  advocate  for  the  revolution  lie 
alludes  to,  and  he  only  changed  his  views  when  he  saw  its  errors  and 
their  consequences.  The  laxity  which  had  broken  qut  id  the  civily 
went  also  deep  into  the  heart  of  the  religious,  institutions.  He  congrat- 
ulated himself  on  the  restoration  of  religion  ;  it  was  restored,  but  it 
was  mangled  and  almost  rendered  inoperative.  So  it  would  be  ia 
this  case,  if  the  views  which  have  been  taken  by  the  other  side  are 
to  prevail ;  if  religion  is  to  be  built  up  by  party  influence  alone,  and 
by  that  party  which  happens  to  be  the  most  numerous  ;  if  numericil 
power  is  to  be  felt,  and  right  forgotten,  all  safety  must  soon  and 
finally  desert  us. 

Look  once  again  at  the  principle  on  which  they  have  acted.  The 
great  democratic  principle  (and  here  they  have  addressed  themselves 
to  the  prejudice  of  the  court)  is  relied  upon  :  the  aged,  the  venerable 
and  pious  adherents  of  this  society  are  to  be  neglected  and  forgotten; 
the  young  are  to  be  enlisted ;  their  prejudices  excited,  and  their  van- 
ity flattered  ;  and  they  are  to  be  told  that  they  stand  on  the  same 
pedestal  as  those  whose  years  and  long  attachment  to  these  institu- 
tions ought  surely  to  entitle  them  to  a  less  pronoiscuous  considen- 
tion ;  and,  finally,  to  complete  the  scene  of  confusion,  there  is  to  be 
no  subordination  in  the  meetings,  but  each  is  to  be  independent  of  lU 
the  others.     Can  such  a  state  of  things  be  tolerated  ? 

If  so,  you  may  prepare  to  bid  farewell  to  the  religious  establish- 
ments of  your  country. 

The  court  adjourned. 


Tuesikiy  qflemoon. 
-  The  following  passages  were  read  by  Mr.  SorrBABS,  after  the 
conclusion  of  Mr.  Wood's  argument,  and  preceding  that  of  Mr. 
Ffelinghuysen. 

I  have  endeavoured  to  make  as  short  as  possible,  the  extracts. 
I  have  sclecled  in  reply  to  those  brought  forward  by  the  Opposite 
counsel. 

Fox's  Great  Mystery,  p.  595.  "Q.  Whether  a  believer  bejmti- 
lied,"  &c.— Page  59G.  "  Q.   Whether  Christ  in  the  flesh  be,"  ic 

2d.  vol.  Penington'a  Works,  page  16.  "What  was  that  which 
saved,"  &e. — Page  19,  "Can  outward  blood  cleanse,"  &c,' 

Bayly's  Works,  page  123.  "  And  we  are  taught,  led,  and  guided 
by,"  &c. — Page  326.  "Query  I.  Whether  there  be  anymore  BB-' 
viours,"  &c. 

Crisp's  Works,  page  IGO.  "This  light  wherewith  thou  art  en- 
lightened," SiC. 

Barclay's  Works,  page  494.  "The  bodi/  then  tj/"  Christ,  which 
believers  partake,"  &c. — Page  628.  "  Aa  there  was  no  need  that  the 
Jews  should,"  &c. 

Fox's  Doctrinals,  page  1006.  *'  Now  whereas  the  emperor  of  {h« 
Turks,"  8tc. — Page  1007.  "Jesus  of  Nazareth,  a  man  approved  «if' 
God,"  &e. 

2d  vol.  Clarkson's  Portraiture  of  Quakerism,  pp.  312,  gl3.  «  Praia 
this  new  statement  of  the  proposition,"  &c,  ' 

Whitehead's  Divinity  of  Christ,  page  96.  "God  imputes  ain  to 
none  but  them  in  whom  it  is  in  being;  so  he  imputes  not  right- 
eousnesa  to  any,  but  theni  in  whom  it  is." 

2d  vol.  Penn'a  Works,  page  66.  "  Death  came  by  actual  ain,  not 
imputative,  in  his  sense  ;  therefore,  juslijicalion  unto  ^/%  comeB^ 
by  actual  righteousness,  and  not  imputative." 

"  But  since  men  are  to  reap  what  they  sow  ;  and  that  every  One 
shall  be  rewarded  according  to  his  works  ;  and  that  none  are  jusfi-^ 
fied  but  the  children  of  God ;  and  that  none  are  children  but  wbo^^ 
are  led  by  the  Spirit  of  God  ;  and  that  none  are  so  led  but  those' 
that  bring  forth  fruits  thereof,  which  is  holiness  ;  it  is  not  the  oil  in'. 
another's  lamp,  but  in  mtr  own  only,  which  wi!l  serve  our  turns; 
1  mean,  the  rejoicing  must  be  in  ourselves,  and  not  in  another,  Tet 
to  Christ's  holy  power  alone  do  we  ascribe  it,  who  works  all  our 
works  in  us  and  for  us." 

Christian  Advices.  "  Introduction."  The  following  extracts,  ft*. 
"Memorials  concerning  deceased  Friends,  being  a  selection  from' 
the  records  of  the  yearly  meeting  for  Pennsylvaiiiii,"  &j:.,  publisind 
1821. — Page  158.  "Testimony  of  the  monthly  meeting  of  Phih^; 
delphia  for  the  southern  district,"  &c. — P.  159,  160.  "FifUi  montt^' 
1815,  a  few  Friends,"  &c.  ':' 

Barclay's  Works,  page  294.  "  But  to  make  an  end,  I  shall  tddotW' 
argument,"  ftc  ' 
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Ist  vol.  PeniDgton,  page  11.  <<  Is  Christ  in  you,  and  shall  he  not 
hold  the  reins,"  &c. 

1st  vol.  Penn's  works,  page  595.  <<How  shall  I  be  aasured,  that,'' 
fic. — Page  597.  <<  Christ  left  nothing  in  writing,"  &c. — Page  268. 
<<  As  for  my  being  a  socinian,"  &c. — 2d  yoL  page  92.  '<  First,  then, 
he  hath  behaved  himself,"  &c. 

Claridge's  Lifie  and  Worls,  page  414. 

And  here  I  will  remark,  that  of  one  hundred  and  thirteen  maaii- 
scripts,  but  one  contains  that  passage,  <<  The  three  that  bear  record 
in  heaven,''  and  of  all  the  versions,  it  is  contained  only  in  the 
Vuleate.  • 

Mosheim's  Ecclesiastical  History,  page  S94  of  part  second,  new 
edition,  ''We  believe  the  Scriptures,"  && 

I  shall  also  refer  in  the  course  of  the  argument  to  a  fabrieatioo  bj 
Anthony  Bauset,  and  to  another  of  Mr.  Bates  in  1823,  not  for  what 
they  contain,  nut  for  what  they  clo  not  contain. 


Mb.  Frxlikori77sen  continued  the  arguinent  on  the  pert  of  the 
defendant 

May  it  please  your  honours.  I  entirely  agree  with  the  learned 
counsel  who  opened  the  cause  on  the  part  of  the  appellants,  in  tbe 
singular  importance  of  this  case,  I  regard  it  as  involving  the  dearait 
interests  of  religion  and  social  order.  Principles^  may  it  please  your 
honours,  are  to  be  sustained  or  shaken,  w|ucb  lie  at  the  basis  of 
public  harmony  and  personal  security.  Your  honours  have  a  hick 
and  sacred  trust  to  perform.  This  forum  is  the  last  resort  of  txmk. 
She  casts  her  hopes  upon  your  thresbol()«  I  have  no  doubt  thai  yea 
will  weigh  well  her  claims^ 

But  if  even  truth  cannot  stand  without  invadioi;  the  functioDSof 
legislative  authority,  let  her  fall.  Better  that  she  should  iall,  thm  tint 
the  great  pillars  of  law  and  order  should  be  thrown  down.  This  doe* 
trine,  drawn  from  a  volume  of  ecclesiastical  reports,  is  a  raonstroiis 
perversion  of  British  law.  It  never  furnished  a  pebble  to  the  systeoi 
which  the  American  jurist  delights  to  study.  Why  was  it  picked 
vn  here  ?  Why  was  it  brought  forward  at  the  opening  of  this  case? 
What  is  it  ?  It  means  that  when  the  House  of  Liords  find  a  defect 
of  judicial  power,  they  may  draw  upon  their  legislative  department, 
and,  when  there  is  no  law,  make  a  law  to  meet  the  case.  It  means 
this  or  nothing*  Sir  William  Scott,  is  reported  to  say,  4  Eo.  Beps. 
355 :  '<  It  is  not  my  business  to  advert  to  what  would  be  tiie  cod- 
duct  of  the  Bouse  of  Lords,  or  of  a  court  of  common  Uw.  The 
House  of  Lords  do  not  sit  merely  in  a  judicial  capacity,  tied  doM 
by  certain  rules,  but  as  a  legislative  body  which  has  Aill  power  to  act 
aeoordiog  to  its  awn  wiadmiy  &c«" 

It  is  a  principle  false  in  all  its  branches,  as  applied  to  the  ^loiift 
of  Ijords,  sitting  as  a  court  of  law  or  of  equity.    The  House  oi 
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Lords  has  no  kgidfltive  authority^  but  in  connexion  wit^h  the  House 
>f  Commons  and  the  king.  Such  a  notion  would  destroy  M  secu- 
rity, and  certainty  in  our  systems  oC  jurisprudence,  and  subvert  the 
rery  foundations  of  property  and  right  Every  lawyer  knows  it 
nrould  be  a  reproach  on  the  British  administration  of  justice.  Those 
^ho  have  looked  through  the  volumes  of  cases  in  the  House  of  Peers, 
know  that  there  is  scarcely  one  case  in  a  volume,  in  which  the 
ieliberate,  well  formed,  decision  of  the  chancellor  is  reversed. 
There  is  no  doubt  that  some  strange  misapprehension  has  befallen 
the  Importer  of  Sir  William  Scott^s  opinion,  in  this  instance.  In 
iivorce  cases,  a  peculiar  power  resides  in  the  House  of  Lords  ;  but 
Sir  William  Scott,  could  never  have  refused  to  acknowledge  the 
Elouse  of  Lords,  as  authority,  because  of  its  legislative  functions. 

I  have  no  fears  that  the  doctrine  advanced  by  the  opposite  counsel, 
pvill  prevail  here.  This  court  will  be  governed  by  the  principles  of 
kw  that  prevail  with  the  other  tribunals  of  the  state :  and  it  will 
ihow  that  regard  to  these  religious  and  charitable  institutions  which 
pvill  satisfy  the  confidence  of  the  age.  I  look  to  your  decision  as  to 
the  safeguard  and  palladium  of  their  rights. 

It  is  a  painful  incident  that  such  issues  as  the  one  now  presented 
Ebr  decision,  should  have  arisen,  from  the  dissensions  of  a  society, 
irbich  bad  for  so  many  generations  lived  in  harmony  and  love.  This 
community  of  christians  have  been  a  peculiar  people,  in  an  emphatic 
lense.  They  have  dared  to  be  singular,  not  only  in  external  appear- 
moe  and  deportment ;  but  in  many  of  their  rules  of  social  and  civil 
NMiduct  They  have  been  the  friends  of  peace  and  liberty  in  the 
broedest  meaning  of  those  terms.  Their  motto  has  been  to  sufier 
Pfrang  as  it  might  be  inflicted,  and  commit  themselves  to  Him  that 
od^th  righteously.  Their  only  means  of  resistance  have  been  the 
ireapoDS  of  truth  and  conscience  ;  their  retaliation  the  law  of  kind- 
lesK  Like  their  blessed  master,  they  have,  when  reviled,  reviled 
»ot  a|pBitn.  Liberty  with  them  has  not  been  the  watch-word  for 
lieRitious  misrule ;  but  a  deep,  heart-felt  principle,  regarded  as  the 
Mrlh-right  of  every  son  and  daughter  of  Adam-^  as  flowing  directly 
Srom  the  great  law  of  loving  our  neighbour  as  ourselves.  And  these 
loetrifies  of  peace  have  been  thorough :  yielding  to  no  pleas  of 
|ioUey,  or  suggestions  of  danger,  r^heir  rule  has  been  to  die  rather 
tluin  to  kill,  and,  through  good  and  ^vil  report,  through  persecution, 
sanction,  and  imprisonment,  they  have  in  faithful  and  invincible 
irmness,  adhered  to  the  law  of  peace.  When  we  have  pressed  them 
nrith  military  penalties,  to  drive  them  from  their  principles,  they 
tuive  meekly  borne  it  all,  suffered  on,  and  answered  our  mulcts*  by 
psAient  endurance  of  wrong. 

But  a  spoiler  has  entered  among  this  happy  fraternity.  At  peace 
with  all  the  world,  he  has  kindled  the  flames  of  war  upon  their  own 
borders.  Here,  while  we  have  looked  on  and  admired  that  system 
»f  social  intercourse,  that  produced  the  fruits  of  so  much  tranquillity, 
ind  lovo  and  unity — here,  around  these  altars,  and  by  these  firealdoiH 
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discord  has  reared  her  u^ly  crest ;  divisions,  distrust,  elamoar,  and 
separations,  have  broken  in,  and  disturbed  and  distracted  this  once 
happy  people.  Well  might  the  Orthodox  Friend  in  the  bittemes  of 
his  heart  exclaim,  in  the  emphatic  language  of  holy  writ,  <<  these 
wounds  are  those  which  I  received  in  the  house  of  my  friends.'*— 
There  must  then,  be  a  cause  for  this  sad  reverse;  no  feeble  influence, 
but  strong  reasons  for  such  heavy  and  afflicting  results.  Peace  coald 
not  Jiave  been  broken,  until  something  dearer  than  even  j{eace  itself 
demanded  of  the  Orthodox  Friends  to  make  a  firm  stand. 

Sirs,  we  propose  to  exhibit  those  causes,  and  to  show  to  the  coort, 
that  the  exigencies  of  our  society  left  no  alternative — ^that  the  v^ 
principles  that  preserved  us  in  tranquillity,  required  the  interposition 
of  the  stern,  but  healthful  discipline  of  the  society.  Here,  how- 
ever, we  are  met  by  obstacles  that  forbid  all  interference  with  the 
subject,  or  render  any  interposition  worse  than  useless. 

It  has  t)een  said  this  is  a  question  of  property,  and  a  prejudice  has 
been  excited  against  Friends,  on  the  ground  that  for  the  sake  of  pro- 
perty they  had  broken  the  law  of  peace.  My  firm  conviction  is, 
that  it  is  not  property  alone  that  is  the  main  inducement  to  this  con- 
troversy on  either  side.  If  money  alone  was  involved,  no  legal 
steps  would  have  been  taken  by  either  party,  as  I  believe.  Pro- 
perty !  Is  it  for  the  paltry  sum  of  two  thousand  dollars,  that  multi- 
tudes have  continued  here,  week  ajfter  week,  and  that  researches  into 
ancient  folios  and  documents  have  been  prosecuted  till  nature  is 
almost  exhausted !  Property !  Friends  have  paid  ten  fold  more 
than  the  amount  of  this  controversy  for  conscience  sake.  Our  mere 
military  exactions  have  amounted  to  more.  Neither  party  regard  it 
as  a  money  question.  It  is  a  contest  far  above  its  range.  Great 
-principles  are  implicated  and  endangered.  The  foundations  of  the 
christian  faith  are  assailed  and  shaken  by  the  sentiments  preached 
and  avowed  by  the  separatists.  We  make  this  assertion;  and  it  is  oar 
duty  to  prove  it  But  we  are  told  at  the  threshold,  that  it  is  beyond 
our  power-^that  Friends  have  no  creed — that  they  neverSe- 
knowledged  one — that  the  light  within  is  their  only  guide.  This 
is  a  most  singular  proposition.  Is  every  man's  conscience  the  test 
of  its  operation  ?  Yes,  it  seems,  this  is  the  summutn  bonum  of 
Quakerism.  Then,  every  man  who  follows  the  dictate  of  his  own 
inclination,  no  matter  where  it  leads  him,  is  correct  in  his  conduct 
But  this  I  deny.  Without  somethina;  to  inform  us  that  it  is  the  true 
light  within,  that  guides  us,  it  will  be  only  a  light  that  <<  leads  to 
bewilder,  and  dazzles  to  blind." 

If,  as  I  shall  strive  to  show,  by  the  testimony  of  ancient  Friends, 
some  rules  are  given  by  which  I  can  distinguish  the  true  light  from 
the  false — if  you  give  me  some  land-marks  by  which  I  may  direct 
my  course,  then  the  light  within  will  be  a  sure  guide.  Otherwise  it 
will  be  an  ignis  fatutis  to  mislead  and  betray  my  conscience. 

This  word  <<  creed"  has  been  rung  in  our  hearing  in  all  its  changes 
Friendsi  it  is  true,  have  never  heacded  a  declaration  of  faith  with  this 
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by  which  they  bound  individuals  to  believe,  under  pain  of  temporal 
penalties:  bot  they  have  made  proclamations  of  their  belief  more 
Frequently  than  any  other  religious  society.  Wherefore  is  the  word 
lOoSensive?  The  epixcopal  church  has  a  creed.  The  Dutch  re^ 
ibrmed  has  a  creed.  The  presbylcrian  church  has  not:  but  it  has  its 
»>nfe3sion  of  faith.  The  word  creed  has  been  objected  to  by  some 
lenominations  on  account  of  the  manner  in  which  it  was  applied  in 
Etonian  catholic  limes:  but  have  not  all  religious  societies  had  their 
undamentat  doctrines  ?  This  is  the  plain  question.  We  are  all  sin- 
tilf  dying  men.  We  profess  a  faith  in  some  religious  system.  Tijs  ' 
loctrinea  and  conduct  that  we  believe  lead  to  heaven,  form  our  creed. 
iVhat  more  have  we  done  than  spread  these  prinaiples  on  the  bill  in 
^ncery?  Oh!  they  exclaim,  you  wish  to  bring  Slacy  Decow's 
vnucience  up  to  the  line  of  yonr  failh.  All  we  have  done  is  to  de- 
ilare  our  failh  and  that  of  ancient  Friends,  and  to  charge  that  the 
tpposite  party  have  departed  from  these  essential  and  vital  principles. 

The  letrned  counsel  has  objected  to  creeds,  because  they  lead  to 
he  formation  of  sects,  and  has  asserted,  that  fiends  have  rejected 
hem,  professing  to  be  governed  by  the  light  within.  In  support  of 
lis  views,  he  cited  Barclay,  pages  696  and  697,  to  show  that  the  so- 
■iety  of  friends  was  such  as  could  take  in  the  whole  earth. 

Barclay  is,  however,  in  this  passage,  only  opposing  secta  as  the  fol- 
owers  of  particular  leaders,  placing  them  in  contradistinction  to  those 
who  follow  the  faith  and  doctrines  of  Christ  He  declares  that  "  ihey 
t9  a  «eci  who  adhere  more  toaman  and  his  interests,  than  to  the  plain 
ltd  mmpte  doctrines  of  Christianity.  Those  are  not  of  a  sect  who 
oUow  the  plain  and  simple-  doctrines  of  Christ"  This  is  the  gen- 
{ecrOa'a  authority,  and  I  submit  that  while  it  does  not  at  all  sustain 
he  position  for  which  he  quoted  it,  it  administers  some  wholesome 
eproof  to  tfit  follotvers  ojElias  Hicks. 

Another  of  his  quotations  is  from  Penn's  Preface  to  Fox's  Jour- 
>al,  page  15,  in  which  it  is  declared,  that  "  the  light  of  Christ  within 
■  as  the  root  oH^m  goodly  tree  of  doctrines,  that  grew  and  branched 
Hit  of  it"  , 

Now  these  principles  form  our  notions  of  a  creed  or  system — a 
leclaration  of  what  Friends  consider  the  plain  and  simple  doctrines 
if  Christ,  or  in  words  of  equal  import,  the  doctrines  of  Christianity. 
^e  do  Dot  want  Xhe  word  creed.  We  have  not  said  a  word  in  our 
kill  about  "  a  creed;"  but  we  have  said  much  about  doctrines:  and 
ve  have  named  three  fundamental  points  of  doclrine,  from  which  bur 
opponents  have  departed. 

TTie  gentleman  also  cited  Penn's  Works,  pages  744,  748,  in  sup- 
port of  his  views.  There  Penn  was  writing  as  a  controversialist 
His  controversy  was  with  those  who  maintained  a  mere  human 
creed  of  artificial  composition  and  human  interpretation.  He  opposed 
thia,  but  at  the  same  lime  maintained  his  own  views  of  a  creed,  as 
npreased  in  Scripture  language. 
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I  beg  the  court  to  note  the  great  point  on  which  these  controver* 
sies  turn,  and  then  it  will  be  seen  that  the  passages  quoted  by  our 
adversaries,  do  not  militate  against  us.  The  primitive  Friends  ob- 
jected only  to  dreeds  which  werq  not  expressed  in  Scriptural  lan- 
guage, and  to  creeds  which  imposed  penalties  on  those  who  could 
DOt  receive  or  submit  to  them. 

Penn  and  Barclay  always  regarded  faith  and  doctrines  as  impor- 
tant, and  never  hesitated  to  give  the  particulars  of  their  belief.  But 
when  we  seek  to  know  what  our  opponents  believe,  they  speak  in 
indefinite  terms.  <<They  believe  the  Bible,'^  they  say:  and  the 
learned  coqnsel  drew  an  ingenious  argument  from  this  declaration. 
As  they  believed  in  the  Bible,  he  argued,  they  must  believe  in  Bar 
clay^s  Catechism,  which  is  made  up  of  passages  from  the  Bible.  Of 
course  they  believed  in  the  part,  if  they  believed  in  the  whole.  The 
Counsel  might  say  so:  but  his  clients  would  not.  Abraham  Lower 
would  not  say  so.     Nor  Stacy  Decow,  nor  Elias  Hicks. 

To  say  you  bej^eve  in  the  Bible,  leaves  the  question  unresolved*  AD 
say  this,  but  downright  infidels.  What  does  the  Bible  teach,  what 
does  it  enforce,  and  what  does  it  prohibit  ?  are  the  material,  distin- 
guishing inquiries. 

There  is  not  a  unitarian  church  in  the  country  in  which  you  will 
not  find  the  Bible  on  the  desk — in  which  they  do  not  read  froofit— 
in  which  they  do  hot  speak  of  God,  and  with  reverence  and  admira- 
tion of  virtue.  Yet  when  questioned  as  to  what  they  believe,  you 
find  they  believe  in  nothing  essential  to  Christianity.  When  they 
reject  the  great  doctrines  of  the  divinity  of  the  Saviour,  the  atone- 
ment,  and  the  inspiration  of  the  Scriptures,  what  remains  to  be  re- 
ceived or  rejected  ? 

The  Jews  believed  the  Bible.     They  read  it  in  their  synagogues 
'  every  sabbath-day.     They  carried  parts  of  it  about  with  them  on 
their  persons:  and  yet  crucified  the  very  being,  to  proclaim  whose 
coming,  and  power,  and  work  of  redemption,  the  Bible  was  given. 

They  tell  us  the  society  of  Friends  have  no  creed.  The  ancient 
members  of  the  society  were  imprisoned  on  account  of  their  faith. 
They  have  been  brought  before  kings,  and  emperors,  and  compelled 
to  give  a  statement  of  their  belief:  they  have  repeatedly  put  forth 
clear  and  full  declarations  of  their  faith,  and  yet,  in  the  nineteeth 
century,  we  are  told  that  Friends  have  no  creed. 

The  book  of  discipline  makes  it  a  duty  to  inquire  periodically, 
if  ministers  <<  are  sound  in  word  and  in  doctrine."  And  yet  we  are 
told  they  have  no  creed.  Every  man  is  to  believe  as  he  lists,  with- 
out a  leader,  or  guide,  or  system! 

The  principal  part  of  the  argument  of  the  learned  counsel  has  been 
to  show,  that  Friends  never  required  a  belief  in  particular  doctrines 
on  the  part  of  ministers  or  members — that  if  a  man's  life  was  right, 
that  was  all  that  was  required.  Our  inquiry  will  be  directed  point- 
blank  to  the  consequences  which  thence  follow,  and  we  shall  show 
the  <<  Hicksites''  are  wrong. 
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I  use  the  word  "Hicksite,"  not  in  an  invidious  sense,  but  by  way  of 
listinction,  and  because  Elias  Hicks  himself  approved  of  the  term. 
ie  said,  such  a  one  was  a  good  "Hicksite:'^  and  one  of  his  adherents 
iecIared,lhatlhename"Hicksite"would,  in  time,  become  as  respecta- 
)le  as  the  term  Quaker. 

The  learned  counsel,  to  show  that  Friends  have  no  creed,  affirm 
hat  their  declarations  of  faith  have  always  been  expressed  in  Scrip- 
ural  language.  Grant  this,  does  it  prove  no  creed  ?  In  what  better 
clothing  could  they  exhibit  their  faith  ?  I  am  not  theologian  enough 
o  decide  positively  what  is  best,  on  a  question  like  this,  but  it  seems 
«  me,  that  the  safest  and  clearest  exhibition  of  a  man's  belief,  may 
56  exprei^ed  in  Scripture  language.  For  example:  It  is  declared  in 
Scripture  that  "  there  are  three  that  bear  record  in  heaven,  the  Fa- 
iier,  the  Word,  and  the  Spirit,  and  these  three  are  one."  In  what 
setter  form  can  the  doctrine  of  the  three  in  one  be  expressed?  While 
we  adhere  to  Scripture  phrases,  we  have  the  best  truth  in  ihe  best 
language.  We  know  as  grammarians,  that  the  Engli.sh  Bible  is  the 
beat  composition  in  the  English  language.  Is  it  then  matter  of  im- 
putation, that  Friends  should  expret^s  their  failh  in  Scriptural  phrases? 
rhe  separatists  may,  if  they  can,  furnish  us  with  a  better  lodgment 
for  truth. 

The  gentleman  has  spoken  of  Barclay's  Catechism,  as  a  mere 
^neralization  of  truth,  from  which  nothing  could  be  inferred  in  re- 
gard to  particular  doctrines.  I  have  looked  through  a  part  of  this 
rolume,  and,  so  far  from  finding  it  indefinite,  I  have  found  the  ques- 
tions, themselves,  affirmative.  Take,  for  example,  these  questions  and 
inflwers,  p.  10. 

"  Q.  For  what  end  were  the  Scriptures  written  ? 

*<  A.  For  whatsoever  things  were  written  aforetime,  were  written 
for  our  learning,  that  we,  through  patience  and  comfort  of  Ihe 
Scriptures,  might  have  hope. 

"Q.  For  what  are  they  profitable  ?  * 

"A.  Thou  hast  known  the  Holy  Scriptures,  which  are  able  to 
make  thee  wise  unto  salvation,  through  faith  which  is  in  Christ  Je- 
sus. All  Scripture  is  given  by  inspiration  of  God,  and  is  profitable 
for  doctrine,  for  reproof,  for  correction,  for  instruction  in  righteous- 
ness, that  the  man  of  God  may  be  perfect,  thoroughly  furnished  unto 
all  good  works." 

What  more  emphatic  declaration  of  the  inspiration  of  Scripture 
could  we  have  ?     This  is  what  is  taught  their  children. 

The  next  question  is  a  conollary  from  the  third  answer. 

"Q.   Wherein  consists  ihe  excellency  of  the  Scriptures? 

"A.  Knowing  this  first,  that  no  prophecy  of  the  Scriptures  is  of 
any  private  interpretation.  For  the  prophecy  came  not  in  old  time 
by  the  will  of  man,  but  holymen  of  God  spake  as  theywere  moved 
by  the  Holy  Ghost, " 

So  page  7,  the  first  queslii>n. 

"  Q.  These  are  very  clear,  that  even  the  world  was  <:TCit\e&  V^ 
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Christ:  but  what  Scriptures  prove  the  divinity  of  Christ,  ag^nst 
luch  as  falsely  deny  the  same  ? 

"A.  And  the  VVord  was  God. 

<<  Whose  are  the  fathers,  and  of  whom,  as  concerning  tlie  flesh, 
Christ  came,  who  is  over  aJJ,  God  blessed  for  ever.     Amen. 

<<Who  being  in  the  form  of  God,  thought  it  oo  robbery  to  be 
fiqual  with  God. 

^<  And  we  know  that  the  Son  of  God  is  come,  and  hath  given  us 
an  understanding,  that  we  may  know  him  that  is  true,  and  we  are  in 
him  that  is  true,  even  in  his  Son  Jesus  Christ;  this  is  the  true 
jGrod,  and  eternal  life." 

Here  is  a  plain  affirmative. 

So  in  page  10,  first  question. 

<^  Q.  What  are  the  glorious  names  the  Scripture  gives  unto  Jesoi 
Christ,  the  eternal  Son  of  God  ? 

**A.  And  his  name  shall  be  called.  Wonderful  Counsellor,  the 
.  Mighty  God,  the  Everlasting  Father,  the  Prince  of  Peace. 

**  Who  is  the  image  of  the  invisible  God,  the  first-born  of  every 
creature., 

<<  Who  being  the  brightness  of  his  glory,  and  the  express  image 
of  his  person  (or  more  proper  according  to  the  Greek,  of  bis 
substance^) 

<<  And  he  was  clothed  with  a  vesture  dipped  in  blood  ^  and  bis 
name  is  called  the  Word  of  God,  *' 

So  in  page  14,  first  question. 

<<  Q.  Afler  what  manner  doth  the  Scripture  assert  the  conjunc- 
tion  and  unity  of  the  eternal  Son  of  God,  in  and  with  the  mao 
•  Christ  Jesus? 

<<  A.  And  the  Word  was  made  flesh,  and  dwelt  among  us  (and  we 
beheld  his  glory,  the  glory  as  of  the  onlyt^begotten  of  the  Father] 
full  jof  grace  and  truth. 
%      <<  For  he  whom  God  hath  sent,  speaketh  the  words  of  God ;  for 
God  giveth  not  the  Spirit  by  measure  unto  him. 

<<  How  God  anointed  Jesus  of  Nazareth  with  the  Holy  Ghost  and 
,    with  power,  who  went  about  doing  good,  and  healing  all  that  were 
oppressed  of  the  Devil ;  for  God  was  with  him. 

<<  For  it  pleased  the  Father  that  in  him  slfould  all  fulness  dwell 

"For  in  him  dwelleth  all  the  fulness  of  the  Godhead  bodily. 

"  In  him  are  hid  all  the  treasures  of  wisdom  and  knowledge.^' 

Here  is  a  principle  affirmed  which  will  carry  us  through  all  that 

Eile  of  tomes  now  before  us,  in  regard  to  the  internal  light  and  the 
ody  of  Christ 

I  shall  now  refer  to  the  introduction  to  the  Discipline  for  a  reeog- 
nition  of  this  great  truth  that  the  Friends  have  the  same  doctrines-^ 
the  san>e  fundamental  doctrines  that  they  had  in  the  days  of  Barclay. 
The  extract  I  shall  give  commences  on  page  2. 

<<  For  this  important  end,  and  as  an  Exterior  hedge  of  preservation 
to  ua,  against  the  maay  temptations  and  dangers,  to  which  our  situa- 


493 

)n  in  this  World  exposes  us,  the  following  rules  have  been  occasion- 
[y  adopted  by  the  society,  and  now  form  our  code  of  discipline. 
{  the  exercise  whereof  it  is  to  be  observed  that,  if  any  member  be 
und  in  a  conduct  subversive  of  its  order,  or  repugnant  to  the  testi* 
onies  which  we  believe  we  are  entrusted  with  for  the  promotion  of 
uth  in  the  earth,  it  becomes  our  indispensable  duty  to  treat  with 
ich,  in  meekness  and  brotherly  compassion,  without  unnecessary 
jlay  or  improper  exposure  ;  according  to  the  direction  of  our 
ord  to  his  church,  <  if  thy  brother  shall  trespass  against  thee,  go 
id  tell  him  his  fault,  between  thee  and  him  alone:  if. he  shall 
^ar  thee,  thou  hast  gained  thy  brother.  But  if  he  will  not  hear 
lee,  then  take  with  thee  one  or  two  more,  that  in  the  mouth  of  two 
•  three  witnesses,  every  word  may  be  dbtablished.  And  if  he  shall 
3glect  to  hear  them,  tell  it  to  the  church  ;  but  if  he  neglect  to  hear 
le  church,  let  him  be  unto  thee  as  a  heathen  man  and  a  publican.' 
-Matt  chap,  xviii.  15,  16,  17." 

If  the  court  please,  another  obstacle  to  be  removed,  is  in  part  dis- 
used of  by  this  passage.  There  is  an  endeavour  to  fasten  on  Friends, 
lat  they  do  not  believe  in  the  great  doctrines  of  the  divinity  of  the  Sa-^ 
iour,  the  atonement,  and  the  inspiration  of  the  Scriptures,  as  other 
iristians  believe  in  them.  Their  numerous  extracts  may  serve  to 
nbarrass  and  confuse  the  subject ;  but  they  have  not,  and  they  can-> 
Dt  sustain  what  they  affirm  :  and  the  whole  scope  of  the  writings 
r  ancient  Friends,  when  carefully  examined,  and  candidly  consi- 
sred,  abundantly  sustain  the  soundness  and  purity  of  their  faith  and 
:>ctrines. 

It  was  an  early  charge  against  them,  that  Friends  were  disbeliev* 
"8  in  the  trinity  :  but  I  hope  to  show  the  court,  that,  with  the  ex- 
option  of  human  language,  they  hold  this  great  doctrine  as  christiaits 
ive  always  held  it 

Take  William  Penn's  language.  Arguing  with  an  opponent  he 
iks,  "  Are  these  three  persons  three  essences  ? ''  He  replies,  there 
lanot  be  three  essences  in  the  Godhead.  And  I  venture  to  say, 
lere  is  not  a  trinitarian  in  the  world,  who  believes  the  three  per- 
ms are  three  distinct  essences.  Are  they  then,  he  asks,  three  dis- 
net  subsistences,  as  A.  B.  and  C.  are  distinct.  This,  he  replies, 
innot  be.  And  I  add,  that  no  trinitarian  ever  concei^d  that  the 
octrine  of  the  trinity  fcvolved  the  belief  of  three  distinct  subsis- 
mces,  as  A.  B.  and  C.  are  distinct  Why  then  use  the  word  '*/?er- 
m.''  Why  maintain  it,  when  it  begets  so  much  controversy  ?  The 
iswer  is,  that  while  it  is  necessary  to  preserve  the  idea  of  the  unity  of 
le  Godhead,  it  is  equally  necessary  to  preserve  the  idea  of  the  distinc* 
on  of  the  trinity  in  the  Godhead.  I  agree  most  heartily,  to  the 
ecessity  of  the  distinction  ;  and  that  it  lies  at  the  foundation  of  all 
uman  hope.  Without  this,  there  could  be  no  covenant  between  the 
*ather  and  the  Son,  for  the  redemption  of  man.  Without  this,*  there 
3uld  be  no  eternal  covenant  between  the  Father  and  the  Son,  as  to 
lie  means  by  which  this  redemption  should  be  effected.    No  H^l^ 
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Spirit  to  send  into  our  world,  to  enlighten  the  soul ;  to  sanctify  (he 
hearty  and  prepare  it  for  heaven. 

In  all  these  great  doctrines,  the  Friends  believe ;  and  they  are  all 
consistent  with  the  doctrine  of  the  light  within,  so  far  as  the  light 
within  is  ascribed  to  the  operations  of  the  Holy  Spirit 

Who  then,  can  charge  it  on  Friends,  that  they  disbelieve  the  doc- 
trine of  the  trinity.  To  blot  it  out,  would  be  to  blot  out  the  hope 
of  the  world. 

I  am  perfectly  willing  to  admit  that  some  passages  fell  from  PeDo, 
that  are  liable  to  be  construed  in  another  sense.  But  it  should  be 
recollected  that  Penn  wrote  as  a  controversialist,  while  smarting  un 
der  the  wounds  of  a  cruel  persecution.  He  was  not  preparing  a  cate- 
chism for  his  children,  but  arguing  against  a  set  of  controversial 
terms,  that  would  have  destroyed  the  unity  of  the  Oodhead.  The 
Friends  believe  there  are  three  ;  the  Father,  Word, and  Spirit:  that 
each  is  God,  and  that  the  three  are  one.  They  resist  the  use  of  hu- 
man terms  ;  but  ascribe  all  the  attributes,  powers,  and  existences  to 
each  that  we  do,  as  fully  as  if  they  used  our  terms.  For  example, 
to  the  Father  they  ascribe  creative  power.  To  the  Son,  the  power 
to  redeem  us  from  sin  and  death.  To  the  Holy  Spirit,  the  power  to 
sanctify  us,  and  prepare  us  for  heaven ;  and  they  admit  these,  as  dis- 
tinct exercises  of  power.  They  believe  that  the  Son  took  our  na- 
ture, was  miraculously  conceived,  and  died  for  our  sins. 

The  gentleman  has  cited  passages  from  pages  397,  423,  463,  and 
555,  of  Fox's  Great  Mystery,  in  all  which  it  is  denied  that  there  are 
three  persons  in  the  Godhead :  but  this  we  conceive  to  be  in  the 
same  sense  as  that  in  which  Penn  denies  that  there  are  three  incom- 
municable essences,  or  three  distinct  subsistences  in  the  Godhead 
Even  Penn  himself,  on  pages  151  and  152,  uses  the  word  trinity, 
and  professes  a  willingness  to  adopt  it,  with  the  qualifications  already 
intimated.  A  single  reference  to  the  discipline,  will  put  beyond  all 
doubt,  the  belief  of  the  society  of  Friends,  as  to  the  divinity  of  the 
Son.     It  is  said  on  page  100  : 

<<  We  tenderly  and  earnestly  advise  and  exhort  all  parents  and  heads 
of  families,  that  they  endeavour  to  instr^ict  their  children  and  families 
in  the  doctrines  and  preceptsof  the  christian  religion, as  contained  in  the 
Scriptures^  and  that  they  excite  them  to  the  diligent  reading  of  those 
excellent  writings,  which  plainly  set  forth  the  miraculous  concep- 
tion^ birthj  holy  life^  wonderful  works ^  blessed  example^  meritori- 
ous deathy  and  glorious  resurrection^  ascensioUy  and  mediation^ 
of  our  Lord  and  Saviour  Jesus  Christ ;  and  to  educate  their  chUr 
dren  in  the  belief  of  those  important  truths^  as  well  as  in  the  bdlief 
of  the  inward  manifestation  and  operation  of  the  Holy  Spirit  on  their 
own  minds,  that  they  may  reap  the  benefit  and  advantage  thereof) 
for  their  own  peace  and  everlasting  happiness;  which  is  infinitely 
preferable  to  all  other  considerations.'' 

How  can  it  then,  with  any  shadow  of  fairness,  be  imputed  to 
Friends,  thai  they  have  denied  the  divinity  of  the  Sob.     He  is,  they 
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proclaim,  the  mediator.     He  has  effected  our  ransom.     He  has^paid 
the  price  for  man's  redemption. 

If  I  had  no  other  cause  for  congratulating  myself  on  my  being  em- 
ployed in  this  cause,  I  should  find  it  in  this:  that  it  has  corrected 
many  prejudices  that  I  had  cherished  towards  this  worthy  people. 
The  present  investigation  has  satislied  my  mind  of  the  purity  of  their 
faith,  in  the  prominent  and  fundamental  doctrines  of  the  christian 
religion. 

I  would  say  a  word  on  the  subject  of  Scripture  language  being  the 
only  style  employed  by  the  society.  The  learned  counsel,  ^an,  I 
conceive,  never  have  read  Sevvel's  History,  or  he  must  have  forgot- 
ten it :  otherwise  he  would  not  have  asserted  that  Friends'  declara- 
tions of  faith,  have  always  been  made  in  the  language  of  Scripture. 
The  declaration  drawn  up  in  1689,  is  in  the  language  of  that  day  ; 
mod  permit  me  to  add,  in  a  language  of  humane  construction  too,  not 
surpassed  for  clearness,  simplicity,  and  energy,  by  any  other  expo- 
ailioQ  of  christian  principles.  It  has  besides,  all  the  qualities  of  a 
creed,  and  the  form  of  a  creed,  beginning  every  paragraph,  or  almost 
every  paragraph,  with  the  phrase,  **  We  believe.'' 

But  we  do  not  rest  on  these  testimonies  alone.  We  bring  living 
ivitnesses,  members  of  the  society,  born  such,  educated  in  its  faith, 
of  exemplary  life  and  conduct.  We  bring  experienced  ministers  for- 
mrard.  They  testify  that  these  doctrines  have  always  been  believed 
in  the  society,  and  that  the  denial  of  them  has  always  been  regarded 
aa  a  ground  for  disownment  Is  not  this  natural  and  reasonable  evi- 
dence. 

Suppose  the  doctrines  of  any  other  sect  were  disputed  ?  What 
course  would  be  pursued  ?  Suppose  the  doctrines  of  the  presbyte- 
rian  church  were  in  dispute.  We  have  certain  standard  works  to 
which  we  should  refer  :  and  if  these  were  found  to  be  not  conclusive,* 
ahould  we  not  summon  the  leading  ministers  of  that  persuasion  to  de- 
clare what  its  doctrines  are  ?  In  the  Perth  Amboy  case,  to  which 
we  have  already  referred,  this  was  actually  done.  Dr.  McDowell 
was  summoned  to  give  testimony,  and  the  chief  justice  expressed 
his  great  satisfaction  with  the  statement  made  by  that  worthy 
minister. 

We  are  told  Friends  have  no  creed,  and  yet  here  is  a  catechism 
which  embodies  nearly  every  article  of  faith,  in  the  preparation  of 
which  Friends  may  well  be  thought  to  have  weighed  every  word, 
and  to  have  prayed  over  every  page.  This  was  to  be  the  guide  for 
their  children,  and  the  standard  for  every  sincere  and  pious 
Friend. 

Besides  living  witnesses,  we  have  produced  to  your  honours,  an* 
cient  and  accredited  writers  who  have  expounded  the  doctrines  of  the 
society — such  as  Barclay  and  Fox,  who  have  always  been  regarded 
aa  standard  authorities. 

But,  for  us  who  are  not  theologians,  this  discipline  must  be  the 
most  satisfactory  guide,  for  this  is  the  running  out  of  principles  icLti^ 
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their  practical  bearings.    This  is  the  polar  star  of  ^very  Friend,  to 
which,  when  he  wanders,  he  must  return. 

It  is  as  sound  an  exposition  of  faith  as  any  christian  society  can 
show.  It  is  great  injustice  to  ascribe  to  Friends  the  denial  of  the 
Scriptures,  or  the  miraculous  conception,  the  divinity,  or  mediatioD 
and  atonement  of  the  Saviour.  He  is  no  root  out  of  dry  ground  to 
them,  as  he  is  to  Elias  Hicks  and  to  every  unitarian.  He  is  to  them 
the  glorious  Lord  and  Saviour  Jesus  Christ,  who  was  miracuiouslj 
conceived,  and  in  our  nature  suffered  for  our  sins,  that  he  might  make 
atonement  to  God. 

No  son  of  Joseph  !  No,  it  is  the  blessed  truth  that  the  Son  (^ 
God  came  and  assumed  our  nature,  and  brought  redemption  to 
sinners. 

In  page  23,  the  Discipline  brings  it  to  a  still  more  practical  bearing. 

<<  If  any  in  membership  with  us  shall  blaspheme,  or  speak  pro- 
fanely of  Almighty  God,  Christ  Jesus,  or  the  Holy  Spirit,  he  or  she 
ought  early  to  be  tenderly  treated  with  for  their  instruction,  and  the 
convincement  of  their  understanding,  that  they  may  experience  re- 
pentance and  forgiveness ;  but  should  any,  notwithstanding  this 
brotherly  labour,  persist  in  their  error,  or  deny  the  divinhy  of  our 
Lord  and  Saviour  Jesus  Christ,  the  immediate  revelation  of  the 
Holy  Spirit,  or  the  authenticity  of  the  Scriptures ;  as  it  is  manifeit 
they  are  not  one  in  faith  with  us,  the  monthly  meeting  where  d» 
party  belongs,  having  extended  due  care  for  the  help  and  benefit  of 
the  individual  without  effect,  ought  to  declare  the  same,  and  issue 
their  testimony  accordingly.'' 

And  yet  Friends  are  denied  to  be  trinitarians !  To  speak  profandy 
of  eitlier  the  Father,  Son,  or  Spirit,  to  deny  the  divinity  of  the  Lord 
and  Saviour  Jesus  Christ,  or  to  deny  the  inspiration  of  the  Holy 
Scriptures,  is  an  offence  which  renders  the  offender  liable  to  disown- 
ment.  And  yet  Friends  have  no  creed— -no  belief !  and  worse  than 
all,  reject  all  these  great  truths  ! 

Nothing  is  so  liberal  as  infidelity^  That  spirit  which  tramples  io 
the  dust  the  Bible  and  the  Saviour  it  reveals,  cares  not  what  men  be- 
lieve so  they  will  leave  its  votaries  quiet  in  their  sins.  This  delusive 
liberality  exists  not  with  Friends.  Human  testimony  is  referred 
\o  in  vain  if  this  momentum  of  evidence  does  not  show  that  this  so- 
ciety is  sound  in  the  faith. 

The  mere  external  necessity  of  a  Saviour  is  not  all  they  contend 
for.  He  is  the  light  of  the  world,  and  the  life  of  man.  This  do^ 
trine  of  Christ,  the  light  within,  they  do  not  divorce  from  the  doc- 
trine of  Christ  without  Some  of  their  opponents,  on  the  contrary, 
did  divorce  them  in  principle.  Friends,  then,  endeavoured  to  show 
them  their  error,  and  it  is  very  possible  that,  in  the  heat  of  contro- 
▼erey,  both  went  into  extremes :  but  expressions  evidently  dropped 
in  moments  of  excitement,  cannot  prove  that  the  faith  of  the  society 
was  unsound. 
.  Before  I  take  up  other  of  the  learned  gentleman's  references,  I 


!g  leave  to  make  one  general  remark.  All,  or  nearly  all  his  quota* 
>D9  are  from  works  whicb  are  nearly  two  hundred  year?  old. 
hey  are  nearly  all  from  books  written  between  the  years  1600  and 
TOO.  Great  allowances  should  he  made  for  the  age.  It  was  a  time 
hen  the  spirit  of  controversy  was  carried  to  extremes.  We  cannot 
ke  up  a  writer  of  that  day  who  was  not  infected  with  it.  The 
liters  of  the  society  of  Friends  had  suffered  f^eatly  from  persecu- 
jn.  Some  of  them  were  imprisoned  for  opinion's  sake.  They 
rote  while  smarting  under  these  wrongs,  and  sometimes  with  the 
ew  of  refuting  and  confounding  an  adversary,  rather  ihan  of  es- 
bliahing  a  system.  This  was  especially  the  case  wiih  Penn.  He 
as  in)pri9oned  for  his  "Sandy  Foundation  Shaken,"  and  afterward 
ime  out  with  explanations  in  his  "  Jnnocency  with  her  Open  Face,^' 
hich  show  that  if  he  had  been  tried  first  on  the  ground  of  his  real 
Mnions,  he  would  not  have  been  imprisoned.  So  was  Bunyan  im- 
nsooed,  and  so  were  many  others.  Penn  wrote  to  silence  his  per- 
tcutors.  He  did  not  deliberately  write  a  system  of  faith,  or  a  cate- 
lism  for  the  use  of  his  children. 

We  are  not  to  forget  that  these  are  fallible  men,  and  then  the  only 
i«rvel  will  be  that,  in  all  this  mass  of  folios,  more  objeclionable 
latter  haa  not  been  found,  by  detaching  a  passage  here,  and  a  clause 
lere.  Why,  no  system  could  stand  such  a  trial.  The  gentleman 
as  brought  forward  books  of  all  sizes,  from  the  ponderous  folio  to 
le  little  volume  of  the  spelling-book  size,  and  yet  how  few  incon- 
fltencies  has  he  been  able  to  detect. 

Herein  we  have  evidence  of  the  good  sense  of  justice  Drake,  who 
eelared  that,  to  decide  this  cause,  it  was  not  necessary  to  go  back  to 
le  seventeenth  century,  to  ascertain  the  faith  of  Friends.  It  was 
DOUgh,  he  said,  to  ascertain  the  prevailing  faith,  when  this  trust- 
ind  was  created. 

I  doubt  if  any  other  church  could  stand  such  an  ordeal  as  that  to 
rhich  ancient  Friends  have  been  subjected.  I  am  sure  the  presby- 
nians  could  not.  I  could  bring  you  the  writings  of  presbyterians 
rbo  declare  that  when  the  child  is  born,  it  is  not  a  sinner,  and  only 
ecomea  so  when  motives  begin  to  operate  on  it.  I  can  bring  you 
ntinomian  presbyterians,  men  who  have  fallen  into  the  very  error 
rbich  Penn  denounces.  I  can  bring  you  socinian  presbyterians, 
len  that  have  gone  quite  as  far  as  Eiias  Hicks.  But  what  regard 
rould  be  paid  to  these,  when  the  question  is,  what  is  the  presbyle- 
iaji  faith  ?  Shall  we  consult  these,  or  the  confession  of  faith  and 
lie  prevailing  sentiments  of  its  members  to  ascertain  the  religious 
ocOTnes  of  this  body  of  christian  worshippers? 

Now  I  will  show  from  some  of  the  references  of  my  learned 
riend,  that  a  great  many  of  his  extracts  are  susceptible  of  a  diSer- 
■t  explanation  from  that  which  he  has  given  to  them.  Prom  Penn'a 
rritings,  the  gentleman  has  quoted  several  passages,  the  true  object 
f  which  is,  as  is  evident  from  the  contest,  to  show  that  profession 
vithout  works,  is  a  vain  dependance :  that  any  reli^Wn  xtn^atus^ 
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little,  if  it  did  not  make  the  heart  better.  His  distinct  object  was  to 
bring  into  operation  a  purifying  faith.  It  was  not  his  object  to  show 
that  no  reliance  ought  to  be  placed  on  the  atonement,  and  the  sacri- 
fice on  Calvary.  We  all  know  that,  notwithstanding  all  our  Sayiour 
did,  all  the  agony  he  felt,  all  the  life  he  poured  out,  it  is  still  neces- 
sary for  man  to  live  a  life  of  righteousness.  <<If  a  man  loves  me," 
says  the  Saviour,  <<  he  will  keep  my  command  men ts^'^  Penn  wanted 
to  convict  a  heretic  of  the  error  of  his  way,  and  bring  him  back  to 
truth  and  duty. 

The  court  will  see  that  his  opponents  had  charged  on  Peon,  that 
he  had  denied  the  divinity  of  the  Saviour.  What  does  he  say  in 
reply,  take  my  words  in  my  sense,  not  according  to  your  iDte^ 
pretation.  And  if  you  take  his  words  in  his  own  sense,  you  find 
his  doctrine  to  be  sound  theology.  There  cannot  be  complete  juati- 
'fication  without  sanctification,  without  that  faith  which  works  bj  | 
love,  and  purifies  the  heart. 

The  ^ntleman  has  attempted  to  show  by  other  extracts,  that  some 
ancient  Friends  rejected  the  trinity,  and  that  others  did  not  believe 
there  was  any  mystery  at  all  in  it.  If  there  were  any  such  aooieot 
Friends,  they  did  not  take  the  Scriptures  for  their  guide,  for  it  de* 
clares  that  << great  is  the  mystery  of  godliness.'^  But  what  if  some  ^ 
of  the  books  did  reject  the  doctrines  for  which  we  contend,  would 
that  prove  that  it  was  rejected  by  the  society  ?  There  may  have  been 
heretics  then  as  well  as  since.  When  our  Saviour  came  on  eartht 
he  had  a  very  little  family,  only  twelve  apostles,  and  one  of  tbeo 
turned  traitor.  On  this  ground  the  gentleman  might  assail  the  do^ 
trines  of  the  Saviour  as  unsound. 

George  Fox  is  by  them  again  enlisted  in  a  service,  which,  I  have 
no  doubt,  if  the  old  man  was  here,  he  would  be  very  reluctant  to 
engage  in.  They  cite  page  397.  When  the  court  look  at  it,  and 
compare  it  with  what  precedes  and  what  follows,  they  will  perceive 
that  he  was  urging  the  same  argument  as  William  Penn.  Tliecoait 
will  see  from  the  illustration,  what  heresy  he  is  contending  with. 

George  Whitehead  is  pressed  into  the  same  train.  In  his  treatise 
on  the  divinity  of  Christ,  they  cite  against  him  the  appearances  at 
the  baptism  of  the  Saviour.  He  goes  on  to  say,  that  on  the  princi- 
ple assumed  by  his  antagonists,  there  must  be  five  persons  in  tbe 
Godhead.  The  whole  passage  shows  that  his  belief  was  the  same  tf 
that  of  other  Christians.  His  fear  was,  that  the  doctrines  of  his  op* 
ponent  would  swallow  up  the  blessed  doctrine  of  the  unity  of  the 
Godhead. 

Penn,  whom  they  have  cited  here,  gives  them  little  support 
Hear  his  language^  on  page  264  of  the  first  volume  of  his  worb: 
^  Mistake  me  not,  we  never  have  disowned  a  Father,  Word,  aod 
Spirit,  which  are  ONE,  but  men's  inventions." 

Is  it  not  a  happy  combination  of  the  trinity  and  unity?  Speaking 
of  Father,  Word  and  Spirit,  he  declares  that  their  wisdom  and  their 
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rer  18  the  same.     He  is,  when  understood,  as  sound  in  the  faith 
ny  writer  that  can  be  adduced. 

a  Evans'  Exposition,  pages  43  and  44,  there  is  a  passage  to  which 
ill  call  attention  to  show  that  this  belief  is  consistent  with  what 
laintained  in  other  parts  of  Penn's  writings  : 
n  his  reply  to  Jonathan  Clapham,  I  find  the  following,  viz : 
'  Thou  must  not,  reader,  from  my  querying  thtts,  conclude  we  do 
y,  (as  he  hath  falsely  charged  us,)  those  glorious  three  which  bear 
>rd  in  heaven,  the  Father,  Word,  and  Spirit ;  neither  the  in- 
ly, eternity,  and  divinity  of  Jesus  Christ,  for  that  we  know  he 
le  mighty  God ;  nor  what  the  Father  sent  his  Son  to  do,  on  the 
alf  of  lost  man ;  declaring  to  the  whole  world,  we  know  no  other 
le  by  which  atonement,  salvation^  and  plenteous  redemption 
les  ;  but  by  his  name,  are,  according  to  our  measures,  made  sen- 
e  of  its  mighty  power." — Works,  vol.  ii.  p.  14. 
<  Again  to  Jonathan  Clapham's  charge,  that  the  Quakers  openly 
y  the  doctrine  of  the  trinity ;  after  declaring  this  is  not  a  Scrip- 
»  phrase,  but  an  invented  term,  Penn  proceeds:  *Yet  if  by 
ity,  he  understands  those  three  witnesses  in  heaven.  Father, 
*rd,  and  Spirit,  he  should  have  better  acquainted  himself  with 
it  we  disown,  than  ignorantly  thus  to  blaze  abroad  our  open  denial 
vhat  we  most  absolutely  credit  and  believe.^ "  Ibid.  p.  18. 
7hi8  was  written  in  1668.  Now,  the  court  will  perceive  that 
1  paragraph  reconciles  all  difficulties.  When  the  court  carries  out 
argument  in  the  Sandy  Foundation,  it  will  find  that  what  he  was 
tending  vvith^  was  the  doctrine  of  the  three  persons  as  three  dis- 
tt  subsistencies.  This  he  himself  declares  in  a  letter  to  Dr.  John 
lenges,  who  had  taken  some  exceptions  to  the  Sandy  Foundation 
ken,  from  which  I  will  trouble  the  court  with  a  few  extracts : 
•The  matter  insisted  upon,  relating  chiefly  to  us, on  this  occasion, 
I,  that  we,  in  common  with  socinians,  do  not  believe  Christ  to  be 
eternal  Son  of  God;  and  I  am  brought  for  proof  of  the  chai]ge. 
this  hath  been  already  answered,  mat  my  book,  called  ^The 
dy  Foundation  Shaken,^  touched  not  upon  this;  but  trinity  and 
irate  personality,  &c.  But  this  will  not  serve  thy  turn,  thou  must 
k  accuse  us,  and  then  wring  and  rack  our  books  to  maintain  it.  I 
e  two  things  to  do ;  first,  to  show  I  expressed  nothing  that  di- 
led  Christ  of  his  divinity;  next,  declare  my  true  meaning  and 
h  in  the  matter.  I  am  to  suppose,  that  when  any  adversary  goes 
ut  to  prove  his  charge  against  me,  out  of  my  own  book,  he  takes 
b  which  is  most  to  his  purpose:  now,  let  us  see  what  thou  hast 
en  out  of  that  book,  so  evidently  demonstrating  the  truth  of  thy 
irtion.  I  find  nothing  more  to  thy  purpose  than  this,  that  I  deny 
inity  of  separate  persons  in  the  Godhead  Ergo— what?  Ergo 
Villiam  Penn  denies  Christ  to  be  the  only  true  Gt>d;  or  that 
*i8t,  the  Son  of  God,  is  from  everlasting  to  everlasting,  God.  Did 
r  man  yet  hear  of  such  argumentation  ?  Doth  Dr.  Collenges  know 
le  no  better;  but  (which  is  more  condemnable  m  a  ivivxvxtXja^Vk^;!^ 
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he  learned  charity  so  ill  ?  Are  not  trinity  and  personality  one  thiag, 
and  Christ's  being  the  eternal  Son  of  God  another?  Must  I,  there- 
fore, necessarily  deny  his  divinity,  because  I  justly  reject  the  popbb 
school  personality?  This  savours  of  such  weakness,  or  disinge- 
nuity,  as  can  never  stand  with  the  credit  of  so  great  a  scribe  to  be 
guilty  of.*' 

William  Penn  then  instances  the  cases  of  Paulus  Samosatenus, 
and  SabelHus,  and  proceeds  to  give  the  following  declaration  of  his 
faith.  <<  And  now  I  will  tell  thee  my  faith  in  this  matter:  I  do  heartily 
believe,  that  Jesus  Christ  is  the  only  true  and  everlasting  God,  by 
whom  all  things  were  made,  that  are  made,  in  the  heavens  above,  or 
the  earth  beneath,  or  the  waters  under  the  earth ;  that  he  is,  as  omni- 
potent, so  omniscient,  and  omnipresent,  therefore  God.  This  is  con- 
fessed by  me,  in  two  books,  printed  a  little  before  the  Sandy  Foun- 
dation Shaken,  viz:  Guide  Mistaken,  page  28,  and  Truth  Exalted, 
pages  14,  15;  also  at  large,  in  my  <  Innocency  with  her  Open 
Face.''' 

<<  What  dangerous  inquiry,  and  wanton  curiosity  is  that,  which 
cannot  set  down  with 'this  Scripture  definition:  there  be  three  that 
bear  record  in  heaven,  the  Father,  the  Word,  and  the  Spirit?  It  is 
more  truly  religious,  if  not  to  deride,  at  least  to  reject,  human  inven- 
tions and  pagan  philosophy,  the  chief  ingredients  that  make  up  the 
school  definitions ;  and  acquiesce  in  the  naked  text  of  holy  writ,  un- 
less the  comment  were  more  clear  and  unquestionable:  clear  it  is  not, 
and  for  unquestionable,  the  present  protestant  nation  call  it  popery; 
as  if  it  were  an  infallible  mark  of  sound  doctrine,  to  cry  up  the  falli- 
bility of  all  doctrine  ;  a  piece  of  new-fashioned  divinity  that  is  not 
two  removes  from  atheism." 

<<  He  that  would  not  have  me  mistaken,  on  purpose  to  render  bis 
charge  against  me  just,  whether  it  be  so  or  no,  may  see  in  my  apology 
for  the  Sandy  Foundation  Shaken,  that  1  otherwise  meant,  than  I  am 
charactered.  In  short,  I  say,  both  as  to  this,  and  the  other  point  of 
justification  :  that  Jesus  Christ  was  a  sacrifice  for  sin,  that  he  was  set 
forth  to  be  a  propitiation  for  the  sins  of  the  whole  world  ;  to  declare 
God's  righteousness  for  the  remission  of  sins  that  are  past,  &c.  to  all 
that  repented,  and  had  faith  in  his  Son.  Therein  the  love  of  God 
appeared,  that  he  declared  his  good-will  thereby  to  be  reconciled; 
Christ  bearing  away  the  sins  that  are  past,  as  the  scape-goat  did  of 
old,  not  excluding  inward  work;  for,  till  that  is  begun,  none  can  be 
benefited,  though  it  is  not  the  work,  but  God's  free  love  that  remits 
and  blots  out,  of  which,  the  death  of  Christ,  and  his  sacrificing  of 
himself,  was  a  most  certain  declaration  and  confirmation.  In  short, 
that  declared  remission,  to  all  who  believe  and  obey,  for  the  sins  that 
are  past;  which  is  the  first  part  of  Christ's  work,  (as  it  is  a  king's  to 
pardon  a  traitor,  before  he  advanceth  him,)  and  hitherto,  the  acquit- 
tance imputes  a  righteousness,  (inasmuch  as  men,  on  true  repentance, 
are  imputed  as  clean  of  guilt  as  if  they  had  never  sinned,)  and  thus 
far  justified;  but  the  completing  of  this,  by  the  working  out  of  sin 
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iherenty  must  be  by  the  power  and  spirit  of  Christ  in  the  heart,  de^ 
roying  the  old  man  and  his  deeds,  and  bringing  in  the  new  and 
^erlasting  righteousness;  so,  tliat  which  I  writ  against,  is  such  doc- 
ine  as  extended  Christ's  death  and  obedience,  not  to  the  first,  but 
lis  second  part  of  justification;  not  the  pacifying  [of]  conscience,  as 
I  past  sin;  but  to  complete  salvation,  without  cleansmg and  purging, 
om  all  filthihess  of  flesh  and  spirit,  by  the  internal  operation  of  his 
oly  power  an^  spirit." 

What  can  we  desire  better  than  this,  for  episcopalians,  methodists, 
resbyterians,  or  any  other  christian  denomination  ?  What  better 
lith  than  this,  can  we  desire,  to  live  by  and  to  die  by  ? 

Page  45  of  George  Whitehead  has  been  quoted  by  them,  to  throw 
doubt  over  his  belief  in  the  atonement  of  Jesus  Christ,  but  they 
ive  us  only  a  part  of  a  sentence,  and  the  words  immediately  fol- 
»wiog  in  connexion  with  it,  if  read,  would  have  explained  his 
leaning. 

William  Bayly  has  been  cited  by  them,  pages  114,  115,  117.  I 
now  not  for  what  purpose ;  for,  as  I  heard  it,  I  know  not  that  any- 
ling  would  go  further  towards  establishing  the  doctrine  of  the  diyi- 
ity  of  the  Saviour.  In  pages  142  to  144,  of  Evans'  Exposition,  we 
ave  the  sentiments  of  William  Bayly,  viz: 

"  In  a  work  entitled,  *  Rebellion  Rebuked,'  written  by  this  Friend 
ad  John  Crook  jointly,  the  following  language  is  used: 

"  *  We  believe  and  testify,  that  this  Jesus  of  Nazareth  wrought  out, 
r  fulfilled  all  righteousness  in  his  obedience  both  in  doing  and  sufier- 
ig  the  holy  law  and  will  of  God,  and  that  this  righteousness,  so 
wrought  out  and  fulfilled,  was  not  for  himself,  but  for  or  because  of, 
[I  such  as  truly  seeing  they  have  no  covering  or  righteousness  of 
leir  own,  flee  unto  and  lay  hold  of  him  and  his  everlasting  righte- 
usness,  by  a  true  and  living  faith.*  And  we  do  further  testify,  that 
lis  choice  raiment  of  Christ's  righteousness,  is  not  brought  forth  and 
at  upon  the  back  of  any  prodigal,  while  he  remains  in  a  far  country, 
sediag  amongst  the  swine,  but  at,  or  upon,  his  return  to  his  father's 
ouse.  And  such  poor,  naked,  starved,  and  undone  sinners,  as  in 
lemselves,  seeing  their  own  righteousness  to  be  as  a  filthy  thing, 
re  the  proper  subjects  of  this  righteousness,  as  being  now  made  meet 
y  be  partakers  of  it.' — [p.  19^.] 

"  *  We  believe  and  testify,  that  this  blood  exceeds  not  only  the 
lood  of  bulls  and  of  goats,  but  the  blood  of  the  best  man  or  men  that 
ver  was  or  shall  be  in  the  world.  And  we  do  in  the  sight  of  God 
eally  own  the  blood  of  the  Son  of  man,  both  according  to  the  his- 
)ry  and  in  the  mystery,  (as  we  do  his  cross,)  both  as  shed  for  us, 
nd  to  be  drank  by  us,  both  as  bespeaking  remission  of  sin  past 
brough  faith  in  it,  and  as  sprinkling  the  conscience  of  true  believers, 
ad  cleansing  them  from  all  sin.  Therefore  it  is  called  the  precious 
ilood  of  Christ,  as  being  of  an  incorruptible  nature,  I  Pet.  i.  18,  19, 
nd  is  therefore  said  to  speak  better  things  than  the  blood  of  Abel, 
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being  by  way  of  emphasis,  called  the  blood  of  his  dear  Son,  &e.  and 
18  also  called  a  price;  <  yea,  ye  are  bought  with  a  price.'  1  Cor.yi. 
20.  By  all  which  it  is  manifest  to  be  of  infinite  valiie,  both  in  the 
account  of  God,  and  all  those  that  know  it,  by  being  witnessess  of  its 
yirtue,  sprinkling  their  hearts  from  an  evil  conscience.  Heb.  x.  22. 
iBut  because  we  testify,  that  it  is  not  the  notion^  or  bare  historical 
and  literal  belief  of  those  things,  that  justifies  or  makes  us  really  free 
from  that  wrath  which  comes  upon  every  soul  of  man  that  doeth  evil, 
whether  Jew  or  gentile,  professor  or  profane;  but  only  the  life  and 
virtue  of  this  blood,  received  into  the  heart  by  that  living  faith, 
which  Christ  alone  is  the  author  of;  therefore  we  are  brand^  Mrith 
slighting  the  blood  of  the  man  Christ,  &c.  though  we  testify  our 
esteem  -thereof,  both  in  the  history  and  in  the  mystery,  and  that 
without  the  life  and  virtue  of  this  blood  there  is  no  remission.'— 

[p.  20.] 

<<  <  And  be  it  known  to  thee  and  all  the  world,  that  the  Quaker 
owns  no  other  righteousness  to  be  justified  by,  but  the  righteousneag 
j){  Jesus  Christ ;  the  righteousness  which  is  of  God  by  faith  in  him, 
according  to  the  Scriptures  of  truth ;  nor  no  other  name  under  hea- 
ven by  which  men  can  be  saved,  whatever  any  of  you  dream  of  them; 
and  yet  they  desire  that  those  gifts  and  virtues  which  the  Spirit  of 
Grod  works  in  their  minds,  may  stand  and  be  increased,  according  to 
that  good  exhortation,  2  Pet.  i.  5.  <  Add  to  your  faith  virtue,  and 
to  virtue  knowledge,  and  to  knowledge  temperance,  &c.  for  he  that 
lacketh  these  things  is  blind.' '' — [p.  37.] 

«  To  the  same  opponent,  he  says: 

<<  <  How  darest  thou  say  that  I  called  the  light,  the  blood  of  Christ, 
or  the  blood  that  cleanseth,  as  in  the  139th  p.  of  thy  book  ?  Let  the 
reader  see  that  43d  p.  of  my  book  thou  quotest,  where  my  words  are 
these:  But  the  precious  blood  of  Jesus  Christ,  as  of  a  lamb  without 
iq)Ot  and  blemish.  1  Pet.  i.  18.'  "—[p.  107.] 

The  gentleman  quoted  page  122  of  the  first  volume  of  Penn's 
Work.f.     This  is  a  precious  morsel: 

<<  In  reverence  to  God,  the  Father  of  light  and  spirits,  the  author 
as  well  as  object  of  all  divine  knowledge,  faith,  and  worship,  I  do  for 
me  and  mine,  declare  and  establish  for  the  first  fundamental  of  the 
government  of  this  country,  that  every  person  that  doth  or  shall  re- 
side therein,  shall  have  and  enjoy  the  free  profession  of  his  or  her 
faith  and  exercise  of  worship  toward  God,  in  such  way  and  manner  as 
every  such  person  shall  in  conscience  believe  is  most  acceptable  to 
Grod:  and  so  long  as  every  such  person  useth  not  this  christian  liberty 
to  licentiousness,  or  the  destruction  of  others,  that  is  to  say,  to  speak 
loosely  and  profanely,  or  contemptuously  of  God,  Christ,  the  Holy 
Scriptures,  or  religion,  or  commit  any  moral  evil  or  injury,  against 
others  in  their  conversation:  he  or  she  shall  be  protected  in  the  en- 
joyment of  the  aforesaid  christian  liberty  by  the  civil  magistrate." 

This  wanted  something  to  give  plausibility  to  the  heresies  of  Elias 
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Hicks,  who  had  said  in  regard  to  the  blood  of  Christ — that  it  would 
be  disgraceful  to  trust  for  salvation  to  the  blood  of  a  man,  shed  out  of 
the  gates  of  Jerusalem:  but  none  of  these  gentlemen  give  any  coun- 
tenance to  his  destructive  errors. 

Court  adjourned. 

% 


Wednesday  morning. 
Mr.  Frelinghitysen  resumed  : 

I  was  proceeding,  at  the  adjournment  of  the  court,  to  show  the 
substantial  consistency  which  existed  between  the  views  of  the  an- 
cient Friends,  as  exhibited  in  the  extracts,  and  the  opinions  of  the 
creat  body  of  the  society  as  maintained  at  the  present  day.  I  hope 
I  satisfied  the  court  in  relation  to  this  subject,  that  similar  imputa- 
tions were  made  against  the  society  by  its  adversaries,  in  the  days 
of  their  first  writers ;  that  some  distinguished  writers  sufiered  im- 
prisonment on  account  of  them ;  and  that  Whitehead,  Bayly,  and 
renuy  in  the  years  1680  and  1690,  came  out  and  met  those  objec- 
tions which  had  grown  out  of  the  wrong  interpretation  of  their 
writings,  and  in  consequence  of  which  they  had  been  calumniated 
and  persecuted.  They  begged  their  oppressors  to  look  at  thq  true 
meaning  of  their  expressions,  and  to  refrain  from  placing  construe- 
tioDS  upon  them  which  were  not  only  forced,  but  directly  at  vari- 
ance with  the  opinions  which  they  themselves  maintained,  and  were 
desirous  to  promulgate.  And  yet,  in  this  distant  day,  we  have  again 
the  painful  spectacle  exhibited  of  a  recurrence  to  matters  which  run 
back  beyond  the  memory  of  man,  for  the  purpose  of  casting  doubt 
upon  the  principles  and  doctrines  of  this  society. 

Before  I  proceed  further,  and  in  order  to  satisfy  your  honours  that 
it  was  only  a  wise  caution  which  induced  the  Friends  to  clothe  their 
doctrines  in  Scripture  language.  I  would  refer  to  Stackhouse,  1st 
volume,  page  189.  From  him  we  learn  that  the  precise  word  to  be 
used,  was  matter  of  long  discussion,  and  that  ^persons^*^  was  at  XdA 
adopted,  as  least  exceptionable  and  dangerous.  It  was,  at  most,  a 
qualified  employment  of  a  human  phrase.  The  Friends  were  afraid 
of  this.  They  felt  that  the  trinity  was  a  deep  and  mysterious  sub- 
ject ;  that  a  finite  mind  could  not  grasp  all  its  infinite  and  incompre- 
hensible glories;  and  they,  therefore,  preferred,  that  it  should  be 
professed  by  their  society,  in  the  words  of  the  Spirit,  without 
human  qualifications  or  explication. 

And  could  there  be  stronger  reasons  wanted,  wherefore  they  did 
not  resort  to  human  language  ?  If  my  conception  cannot  reach  the 
sublime  mysteries  of  the  Godhead,  can  language  bring  them  down 
to  my  apprehension  ?  Is  it  not  safer  to  receive  the  glorious  truths 
as  God  himself  has  given  them?  The  Friends  have  deemed  it 
safer  to  let  revelation  use  its  own  language. 
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The  word  person  is  of  mere  humaD  institution,  the  result  of  long 
conference.  But  the  simple-minded  Quaker  followed  the  beautiful 
guides  which  were  laid  down  for  him  in  holy  writ ;  he  subjects  the 
pride  of  his  reason  to  the  wisdom  of  his  maker,  and  bows  in  humble 
adoration  to  his  revelations.  There  might  have  been  less  contro- 
^ersy^  dissension,  and  persecution^  amongst  mankind,  if  all  other 
christian  societies  had  pursued  the  same  course. 

It  is  further  alleged  against  us,  on  the  authority  of  Penn,  that  the 
society  do  not  agree  with  the  prevailing  sentiments  of  christians,  as 
to  the  divinity  of  our  Saviour.  Penn  denies  that  this  body  is  Christ 
The  error  against  which  he  directed  his  argument,  was  an  unscrip- 
tural  apprehension  of  the  nature  of  Christ's  sufferings  in  his  body^ 
on  the  tree.  Penn  feared  that  many  regarded  it  as  an  -effectual  ran- 
som for  them,  without  respect  to  the  spiritual  fruits  of  repentance, 
faith,  and  holiness,  that  it  should  produce.  They  made  everything 
of  that  body.  The  antinomians  looked  to  this  as  that  by  which  aU 
their  sins  were  to  be  washed  away,  and  they  therefore,  regarded  it 
with  the  most  idolatrous  reverence.  Why,  says  Penn,  I  admit  that 
Christ  combines  both  God  and  man  ;  but  if  you  say  that  this  body^ 
(as  distinctly  considered,}  is  Christ,  I  deny  it 

Elias  Hicks  says,  that  the  crucifixion  of  Jesus  Christ,  was  a  legd 
atonement  for  the  legal  sins  of  the  Jews.  His  proud  imagination 
could  not  reconcile  the  idea,  that  he  who  died  as  a  common  malefac- 
tor on  the  cross,  <and  in  whom  there  was  no  form  nor  comeliness, 
could  be  the  heaven-born  redeemer  of  the  fallen  race  of  man.  His 
haughty  spirit  could  not  bear  it,  and  he,  thereforgjooks  upon  it  as 
a  typical  sacrifice  ;  and  Penn  meets  the  abomination.  He  regarded 
him  as  he  stood  there,  in  that  wonderful  union  of  divinity  and  hu- 
manity ;  God  and  man  in  one  person. 

This  is  sound  theology,  and  sound  philosophy  too.  Man  is  com- 
posed of  body  and  spirit.  When  the  spirit  of  man  takes  its  flight, 
we  look  at  his  decaying  body  as  the  sad  remains  of  the  friend 
whom  we  have  loved,  or  the  brother  to  whom  we  have  been  bound 
through  life;  but  is  the  man  any  longer  there?  When  the  eye 
was  bright,  when  the  mysterious  union  which  existed  between  body 
and  soul,  (for  of  all  created  beings,  we  are,  indeed,  most  fearfully  and 
wonderfully  made,)  was  unbroken,  there  was  my  friend  or  my  bro- 
ther. But  when  the  spirit  returned  to  God  who  gave  it,  the  mere 
perishable  form  of  the  mortal  man  is  left  behind.  So  says  Peno : 
this  body  alone  is  not  Christ ;  but  that  same  body  being  united  in 
one  mysterious  person  of  God  and  man,  is  my  God  and  my  Saviour. 
The  same  blessed  Being,  who  tried  the  faith  of  unbelieving  Thomas^ 
and  whom  Thomas  was  constrained  on  the  view  of  the  prints  of  the 
nails  and  the  spear,  to  acknowledge  as  his  Lord  and  his  God. 

Again,  they  go  on  to  2d  vol.  of  William  Penn,  page  161,  162  : 

<<  But  their  most  admirable  secret  of  all  is,  that  God  descended 
with  his  body  in  tlie  shape  of  a  man,  and -dissolved  himself  into  the 
virgin's  womb,  and  so  brought  forth  himself  a  man ;  who,  afler  be 


1  lived  to  auch  an  age,  was  crucified,  and  really  died,  or  aea§ed 

be  either  God  or  man  for  three  days  and  nights. — T.  3.  T.  p.  33 

JO. 

*That  this  is  in  three  parliculara  highly  inconsistent  with  Scrip- 

e  I  prove  :  ^ 

( First,  God  did  not  so  transmute  his  divine  nature  into  fleshly 

rtal  nature. 

<  1.  *  Your  father  Abraham  rejoiced  la  see  my  day  :  then  said  the 
ra  unto  him,  ihou  art  not  fifty  years  old,  and  hast  thou  seen 
raham  ?  Jeaua  said  iinio  them,  Verily,  verily,  I  say  unlo  you, 
ore  Abraham  was,  I  am.' — John  viii.  56,  57,  58. 

<  If  that  which  was  before  Abraham,  and  yet  then  in  being  the 
le,  was  God,  as  none  that  own  the  Scriptures  do  deny  ;  then  be- 
ige that  outwarJ  visible  body  wns  not  before  Abraham,  th(*  was 
:  God  :  the  first  all  grant,  the  second  none  reasonably  doubt;  for 
riat  was  crucified  about  the  three  and  thirtieth  year  of  his  life : 
I  then  I  hope  none  will  believe  the  eternal  Deity  was  transmuted, 
transubstantiated  into  that  visible  body ;  for  so  Christ's  answer 
uld  not  have  been  true  :  for  that  mortal  body,  which,  say  Reeve 
I  Muggleton,  was  the  eternal  God,  had  a  beginning,  and  was  of 
t  age  the  Jews  said  it  to  be. 

>S.  'Whose  are  the  Fathers,  and  of  whom,  as  concerning  the  flesh 
riat  came,   who  is  over  all,  God   blessed   for  ever.' — Romans 

5. 

"  If  Christ,  as  concerning  the  flesh,  was  not  God,  as  the  text  mani- 
tly  implteth,  (by  a  distinction  betwixt  his  appearance  in  that  body 

fle«h,  and  his  divine  essence  or  being,  with  their  originals)  then 
tt  fleshly  body  was  not  God,  or  the  eternal  God  was  not  substan- 
Hy  transmuted  into  that  fleshly  body. 
"Secondly,  Neither  could  Ellas  be  God's  deputy,  to  transact, 

his  stead,  the  aflTairs  of  heaven,  during  that  journey  which 
me  impostors  affirm  God  to  have  taken,  from  any  Scripture 
idenee. 

'*1.  *For  my  Father  is  greater  than  I,' — John  xiv,  28. 
''And  he  kneeled  down  and  prayed.  Father,  if  thou  be  willing, 
nove  this  cup  from  me;  nevertheless,  not  my  will,  but  thine  be 
oe.' — Luke  xxii.  41,  42. 

"  If  £lias  was  that  Father  which  Christ  spake  of,  and  prayed  and 
ed  to,  as  Reeve  and  Mugglelorr  assert ;  then  either  he  that  cried 
him  was  not  God,  but  Elias  really  God  (and  ho  they  both  eontni- 
:t  their  own  doctrine,  wbo  tells  us,  that  he  who  was  born  of  the 
■gin,  and  died  on  the  cross,  was  the  everlasting  Fatbci^  or  else, 
it  which  needelh  and  crieth  for  help  of  another,  was  greater  than 
It,  which  was  able  to  succour  and  deliver  it ;  which  how  absurd  it 

let  all  sober  men  judge:  therefore,  he  to  whom  he  cried,  and 
tyed  in  all  streights,  and  whom  he  had  affirmed  to  have  received 

his  doctrine  and  commimion  from,  and  who  was  greater  than  all^ 

IS  the  only  true  God,  and  not  any  gloriRed  ercfttim.    ^ot  ^VA 
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could  not  leave  Elias  hia  deputy,  and  not  leave  him 
which  if  he  did,  he  left  himwtf ;  since  without  his  Almi 
he  were  not  God." 

Here  he  was  meeting  another  heretical  notion.  So 
_  urged  that  God  had  died ;  and  Penn,  as  every  man  wli 
principles  of  religion  must  say,  declared  thai  God  did  n 
he  did  not  enter  into  the  womb,  and  descend  himself  in 
ness  of  the  grave.  No  :  but  that  lie  assumed  flesh  and  I 
der  that  the  great  objects  of  his  mission  might  thus  be 
The  Lord  Jesus  Christ,  in  assuming  a  human  body,  mad 
a  part  of  himself,  and  thus  far  and  in  that  sense  he  died  ;  I 
head  could  not  die.  This  was  all  that  Penn  laboured  I 
The  whole  seeming  difScuIty  is  met  and  cleared  by  one 
aeaies  in  this  cause  who  protests  against  separating  Chi 
body,  and  when  he  insists  so  plainly  that  he  and  his  be 
and  join  to  form  the  blessed  Redeemer  of  men.  God  ca 
he  is  the  same  yesterday,  to^ay,  and  for  ever.  How,  th( 
■aid  that  God  suSered. 

If  a  puncture  wounds  my  finger,  my  soul  is  unharmed 
the  injury  indeed  ;  it  is  inflicted  on  the  mere  flesh,  and  3 
If  I  am  wounded  in  spirit,  I  aufler.  Id  both  cases  I  may  c 
with  divine  truth  and  sound  phiiosuphy,  say  that  I  sufier 
my  body  sufiers  from  pain,  or  wounds,  it  is  not  correct 
to  say  that  my  spirit  sufiers.  So  when  Christ  died,  it  is 
theology  to  say  that  God  died  ;  but  God  and  man,  as  c 
the  person  of  our  Saviour,  suScred ;  and  this,  because  h 
was  a  part  of  himself.  He  clothed  himself  in  the  vea 
inanity — and  when  his  human  nature  writhed  in  inexpi 
nies,  in  Ihe  garden,  and^on  the  cross,  he,  the  Lord  Ji 
suSered. 

They  refer  us  again  to  Whitehead's  life  of  Christ  to  s 
of  the  views  of  Elias  Hicks,  that  Ihe  faith  of  the  earlj 
not  consistent  with  our  belief,  and  they  endeavour  to 
Whitehead,  that  be  placed  little  account  in  ihe  external  s 
Jesus  Christ.  Now  he  is  opposing  the  false  notion  that  r 
saved,  by  the  blood  shed  at  Jerusalem,  without  referenc 
ward  sanctification  of  the  spirit  of  Christ.  That  they 
domed  from  sin  by  what  he  did  and  suflered  for  us  at 
without  the  influence  of  his  Holy  Spirit,  or  light  withii 
the  same  error  which  Penn  resists  in  the  imposing  doct 
putative  ri^diteousness  ;  and  for  brevity's  sake  I  will  tal 
tc^ther.  -Wow  the  court  will  perceive  that  the  very  grt 
atonement,  is  Christ  offering  himself  up  as  a  spotless  ss 
yet,  If  a  man  merely  looks  to  that  atonement  as  cancell 
without  the  accompanying  requisites  of  a  sanctified  heart 
life,  Penn  aiul  Whitehead  insist  that  he  cannot  experlenc 
ir  a  man  relies  wholly  on  what  Christ  did  without  him, 
be  MT0d;  then  muet  be  HubmisBion  to  the  light  within. 
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laoguage  of  Scripture,  "  Failh  without  works  is  dead,"  and  "un- 
I  a  man  be  born  again,  he  cannot  see  the  kingdom  of  heaven^" 
so  Penn  urges  that  these  points  should  appear  in  the  life,  er  ther 
,efits  of  the  9acri6ce  can  never  reach  the  soul.  And  yet  if  you 
a  these  sentiments  in  the  vray  in  which  some  persona  receive 
m,  they  would  run  out  to  Alideli^,  (hereby  making  Penn  say 
•t  it  never  was  his  intention  to  utter.  Wliy,  the  heart  of  every 
istian  believer  and  every  true  Friend  adheres  to  that  light  of  the 
irit  of  Christ,  working  in  the  soul,  "  to  will  and  to  do  of  his  good 


And  if  the  antinomian  rests  his  hope  on  the  payment  of  this  debt, 
id  lives  as  he  lists,  it  will  never  be  satisfied.  This  is  what  the  an- 
<eOt  Worthies  were  trying  to  establiah.  Penn  says,  "  that  to  regard 
at  Bins  merely  as  a  debt,  in  any  commercial  sense,  was  a  dangerous 
rie^  «f  the  subject :  that  it  was  not  debt  and  payment^  but  mn  and 
g«*/'i  and  grace  and  mercy,  from  the  fountain  of  infinite  love.  The 
■i^nomian  pleads,  "  my  sins  are  forgotten,  all  my  iniquities  are  blot- 
ted Out :  I  may  live  carelessly — Christ  has  died,  and  the  bond  is  can- 
^wl«i"  Penn's  argument  is*  that  this  is  a  soul  destroying  illusion. 
The  Hicksites  ought  to  have  had  this  labour  ;  they  ought  to  have 
fc*^^  forward  their  creed,  and  not  have  attempted  to  ring  again 
:'^>  cud  charges  of  1676.  Their  ancient  fathers  refuted  all  these 
i£~nubtion8,  and  it  is  a  sad  realization,  that  a  portion  of  their  chil- 
r-**a  should  lake  up  the  forgotten  calumny. 

1      I  read  from  Evans'  Exposition,  p.  82,  from  Penn's  Works,  vol.  i. 
«  MB5: 

"And  now  I  will  tell  thee  my  faith  in  this  matter :  I  do  heartily 
I  Wieve,  that  Jesus  Christ  is  the  only  true  and  everlasting  God,  by 
*>>oin  lU  things  were  made,  that  are  made,  in  the  heavens  above,  or 
*"  Ibe  earth  beneath,  or  the  waters  under  the  earth  ;  that  ha  is  at 
'**Buiipotent,  so  omniscient,  and  omnipresent,  therefore  God. 
'  ■  "Inahort,  I  say,  both  as  to  this,  and  the  other  point  of  Justification< 
''.  ^M  Jews  Christ  was  a  sacrifice  for  sin,  that  he  was  set  forth  to  be  s 
ij'opitiation  for  the  sins  of  the  whole  world  \  to  declare  God's  righ- 
r  fcoQsiess  for  the  remission  of  sins  that  are  past,  &c.  to  all  that  had  re- 
'  ?'"*•'  "*^  h"^  f^"''^''  '"  his  Son,  Therein  the  lov^f  God  appeared,  ■ 
'■  ■"•t  he  declared  his  good  will  thereby  to  be  reconciled ;  Christ  bear- 
■^  l^sway  the  sins  that  arc  past,  as  the  scapegoat  did  of  old,  not  ex- 
*  Jding  inward  work  ;  for,  till  thai  is  begun,  none  can  be  benefiled, 
i!  ■oQgh  it  is  not  ihe  work,  but  God's  free  love  that  remits  and  blots 
t  "It,  of  which  the  death  of  Christ,  and  the  sacrificing  of  himself,  was 
-  '■"wt  certain  declaration  and  confirmation.  In  short,  that  declared 
I  ^nission,  to  all  who  believe  and  obey,  for  the  sins  that  are  past ; 
r^hichiathe  first  part  of  Christ's  work,  (as  it  is  a  king's  to  pardon  a 
(  viilor,  before  he  advanceth  him,)  and  hitherto  the  acquittance  im* 
^^tt( a  righteousness,  ( inasmuch  as  men,  on  true  repentance,  are  im- 
Mu  clean  of  guilt  as  if  they  had  never  sinned,)  and  thus  far  jus- 
'd :  but  the  completing  of  this,  by  the  workiitf^  oat  of  K\n\^uc.tv\.^ 
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must  be  by  the  power  and  spirit  of  Christ  iif  the  heart,  destroying 
the  old  man  and  his  deeds,  and  bringing  in  the  new  and  everlasting 
righteousness  :  so  that  which  I  writ  against,  is  such  doctrine  as  ei- 
tended  Christ's  death  and  obedience,  not  to  the  first,  but  this  second 
part  of  justification  ;  not  the  pacifying  [of]  conscience,  as  to  past  sin; 
but  to  complete  salvation,  without  clc^sing  and  purging  from  all  fii- 
thiness  of  flesh  and  spirit,  by  the  internal  operation  of  his  holy  power 
and  spirit." 

1  should  only  weaken  the  authority  of  the  extract  by  saying  ao- 
other  word. 

In  the  same  way,  many  passages  are  brought  in,  as  to  the  blood  of 
Christ  not  being  the  light  by  which  we  are  saved.  It  is  not  the  ef- 
fective atonement:  though  without  the  shedding  of  blood,  there cao 
be  no  remission  of  sins ;  yet  this  blood  must  be  applied  to  the  heart, 
and  must  be  received  through  the  spirit,  as  a  sin  offering  unto  God 
Unless  we  receive  it  as  humble  and  penitent  sinners,  it  will  nem 
avail  us:  its  influence  cannot  reach  us,  if  the  blood  were  to  flow  for 
ever,  without  Christ  within,  we  shall  never  be  saved. 

1  now  come  to  a  few  references,  as  to  extracts  cited  by  my  learned 
friend  on  the  other  side,  respecting  the  authenticity  and  divine  au- 
thority of  the  Scriptures.  Many  passages  might  be  cited,  and  in 
this  case,  the  various  authorities  which  have  been  resorted  to,  really 
present  a  very  singular  appearance.  We  have  spread  our  living  tef> 
timony  before  you,  to  tell  you  what  is  the  faith  of  the  society  now; 
and  here  we  are  rummaging  amongst  the  dust  of  the  sev^enteenth  cen- 
tury to  see  what  was  the  faith  of  the  society  then.  We  have  chal- 
lenged the  opposite  party  to  come  up  to  the  mark ;  but  they  decline 
to  advance.  Abraham  Lower  says,  <<I  don't  think  I  will."  Bot 
they  come  into  court  and  say,  we  will  go  into  the  dust  of  antiquitji 
and  will  continue  to  confound  you  there.  We  however,  are  qoitt 
willing  to  meet  them,  and  explain  in  regard  to  the  Scriptures.  I  would 
make  one  general  remark.  As  to  the  disputes  in  the  days  of  Peno, 
the  danger  that  was  feared,  arose  from  a  disposition  to  exalt  the  Scrip- 
tures above  the  spirit  that  had  inspired  them.  We  know  that  the 
Scriptures  are  revelations  from  God  :  that  he  gave  to  Ihan  his  word; 
but  Penn  insisted  that  the  written  word  of  God,  was  the  mere  instru- 
ment of  his  communion  with  man.  The  disputants  wished  to  exalt 
the  instrument  above  the  hand  that  used  it  :  the  agent  above  the 
principal.  Penn's  effort  was  to  preserve  them  in  their  proper  plac^ 
as  the  best  of  all  outward  helps,  by  which  the  Spirit  of  God  teacbei 
his  people;  and  thus  Penn  reasons  with  the  adversaries :  ifyoua^ 
knowledge  that  the  Scriptures  are  secondary,  and  the  Spirit  prinoaryi 
I  acknowledge  it  also ;  but  when  you  put  them  out  of  place,  and 
make  the  Scriptures  superior  to  him  who  gave  them,  I  oppose  it 

The  truth  is,  there  is  such  a  thing  as  idolatrous  attachment  to  the 
word  of  God  ;  if  we  put  it  in  the  place  of  the  spirit  that  indited  it 
Hence  Fox  says :  ^<  Was  not  Enoch  saved ;  and  there  were  M 
Seriptftiares  in  ihoee  days  \  and  yet  Enoch  aad  Abraham  were  bolk 


rav«d."  What  did  the  Saviour  say  ?  No  man  knoweth  the  Father, 
save  the  Son,  and  he  to  whom  the  Son  shall  reveal  him.  And  thia 
IB  all  the  point  of  Fox's  argument ;  that  you  are  to  look  beyond  the 
Scriptures  if  you  would  discover  the  fountain  of  light  And  the 
faith  of  Abel,  the  first  martyr,  and  the  first  redeemed  sinner.  How 
was  he  saved  7  he  had  no  Scriptures.  All  this  is  not  to  disparage 
these  precious  oracles  of  truth,  but  to  guard  against  a  vain  confidence, 
that  would  rest  in  them,  and  not  seek  to  be  led  by  their  guidance  in 
the  spirit,  to  the  blessed  source  of  light  and  salvation.  In  the  same 
strain  hear  the  Scriptures:  "The  natural  man  receivelh  not  the 
things  of  the  Spirit  of  God,  for  they  are  foolishness  unto  him ; 
neither  Can  he  know  them,  because  they  are  spiritually  discerned." 
So  in  the  8d  vol.  Penn's  Works,  page  327  : 

"  The  Scriptures  are  a  sealed  book  to  all  but  those  who  know  them 
by  the  same  hand  that  originally  gave  them  ;  so  that  however  com- 
mon they  may  be  in  the  world,  they  are  strangers  to  them  that  un- 
derstand them  not ;  and  though  old,  respecting  the  time,  when  ihey 
were  revealed  to  the  saints,  yet  new  to  every  age.  So  that  we  assert 
,  not  a  revelation  of  new  things,  but  a  renewed  revelation  of  thon 
things  God  made  former  ages  witnesses  of;  otherwise  men  are  no 
more  benefited  by  them  ;  and  to  be  benefited,  they  must  be  made 
ours  by  the  spirit,  which  made  them  the  holy  ancients. 

"In  short,  no  man  can  understand  spiritual  things  but  the  ejA- 
rittially  discerning,  nor  can  he  so  be  without  the  inspiration  of  the 
Almighty;  this  is  Scripture." 

When  Barclay  speaks  of  the  Scriptures,  as  in  their  proper  place,  he 
affirms  that  Friends  have  always  greatly  valued  them.  But  in  p.  892, 
he  distinctly  maintains,  that  the  holy  Spirit  cannot  contradict  the 
Scriptures  ;  these  are  his  natural  terms;  and  in  p.  293,  that  whatever 
suggestions  may  arise  in  the  mind,  that  are  opposite  lo  those  lively 
oracles,  are  to  be  treated  as  the  delusions  of  the  adversary.  Here 
we  have  the  safest  guide  that  man  can  possess,  to  lead  him  to  life 
and  glory ;  not  a  light  that  acknowledges  no  source  but  itself,  but 
that  looks  to  the  word  of  God  as  springing  from  the  everlasting 
fountain  of  light. 

This  is  the  opinion  of  Friends ;  this  is  what  converts  and  brings 
toGod  ;  it  is  not  the  mere  ignis  fatuua  which  they  would  persuade 
you  to  think  has  been  blindly  followed  by  ancient  Friends,  but  it  is 
the  hallowed  Influence  of  that  blessed  light  which  shines  brighter 
and  brighter  unto  the  full  and  perfect  day.  It  is  not  the  working 
up  of  the  mere  animal  spirits,  and  miscalling  it  the  light  within. 
We  insist  that  the  only  safe  illumination,  is  that  which  con- 
fivms  to  God's  truth,  and  if  it  contradicts  (he  Scriptures,  it  is  COD- 
trarr  to  the  Spirit  of  God.  This  is  the  whole  meaning  of  the 
ancient  writers. 

I  submit  with  deference,  that  the  counsel  has  failed  to  shake  any 
one  of  the  three  great  cardinal  points  of  doctrine  which  we  have  nt 
forth.     The  ancient  Friends  believed  them  at\.    W%  ^k^^  ^ckwo. 
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must  be  by  the  power  and  spirit  of  Christ  iff  the  heart,  destroying  ii 
the  old  man  and  his  deeds,  and  bringing  in  the  new  and  everlasting  |i 
righteousness  :  so  that  which  I  writ  against,  is  such  doctrine  as  ei 
tended  Christ's  death  and  obedience,  not  to  the  (irst,  but  this  second  lii 
part  of  justification  ;  not  the  pacifying  [of]  conscience,  as  to  past  sio;  It 
but  to  complete  salvation,  without  cl^hising  and  purging  from  allfil- 
thiness  of  flesh  and  spirit,  by  the  internal  operation  of  his  holy  power 
and  spirit." 

1  siiould  only  weaken  the  authority  of  the  extract  by  saying  ao* 
other  word. 

In  the  same  way,  many  passages  are  brought  in,  as  to  the  blood  of 
Christ  not  being  the  light  by  which  we  are  saved.  It  is  not  the  ef- 
fective atonement :  though  without  the  shedding  of  blood,  there  cao 
be  no  remission  of  sins ;  yet  this  blood  must  be  applied  to  the  hearty 
and  must  be  received  through  the  spirit,  as  a  sin  offering  unto  God. 
Unless  we  receive  it  as  humble  and  penitent  sinners,  it  will  neTer 
avail  us:  its  influence  cannot  reach  us,  if  the  blood  were  to  flow  for 
ever,  without  Christ  within,  we  shall  never  be  saved. 

I  now  come  to  a  few  references,  as  to  extracts  cited  by  my  leaned 
friend  on  the  other  side,  respecting  the  authenticity  and  divine  lu* 
thority  of  the  Scriptures.     Many  passages  might  be  cited,  and  io 
this  case,  the  various  authorities  which  have  been  resorted  to,  really 
present  a  very  singular  appearance.     We  have  spread  our  living  te^ 
timony  before  you,  to  tell  you  what  is  the  faith  of  the  society  now; 
and  here  we  are  rummaging  amongst  the  dust  of  the  seventeenth  cen- 
tury to  see  what  was  the  faith  of  the  society  then.     We  have  chal- 
lenged the  opposite  party  to  come  up  to  the  mark ;  but  they  decllDe 
to  advance.     Abraham  Lower  says,  <'I  don't  think  I  wilL"    But 
they  come  into  court  and  say,  we  will  go  into  the  dust  of  antiquity, 
and  will  continue  to  confound  you  there.     We  however,  are  quiic 
willing  to  meet  them,  and  explain  in  regard  to  the  Scriptures.  I  would 
make  one  general  remark.     As  to  the  disputes  in  the  days  of  Peno, 
the  danger  that  was  feared,  arose  from  a  disposition  to  exalt  the  Scrip- 
tures above  the  spirit  that  had  Inspired  them.     We  know  that  the 
Scriptures  are  revelations  from  God  t  that  he  gave  to  Ihan  his  word; 
but  Penn  insiste^that  the  written  word  of  God,  was  the  mere  instru- 
ment of  his  communion  with  man.     The  disputants  wished  to  exalt 
the  instrument  above  the  hand  that  used  it  :  the  agent  above  the 
principal.     Penn's  eflbrt  was  to  preserve  them  in  tl^ir  proper  place, 
as  the  best  of  all  outward  helps,  by  which  the  Spirit  of  God  teaches 
his  people;  and  thus  Penn  reasons  with  the  adversaries :  if  you  ac- 
knowledge that  the  Scriptures  are  secondary,  and  the  Spirit  primary, 
I  acknowledge  it  also ;  but  when  you  put  them  out  of  place,  aod 
make  the  Scriptures  superior  to  him  who  gave  them,  I  oppose  it 

The  truth  is,  there  is  such  a  thing  as  idolatrous  attachment  to  the 
word  of  God  ;  if  we  put  it  in  the  place  of  the  spirit  that  indited  it 
Hence  Fox  says :  <<  Was  not  Enoch  saved ;  and  there  were  do 
Seriptttres  in  tkooe  days ;  and  yet  Enoch  aad  Abraham  were  both 
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saved."  What  did  the  Saviour  say  ?  No  man  knoweth  the  Father, 
save  the  Son,  and  he  to  whom  the  Son  shall  reveal  him.  And  this 
is  all  the  point  of  Fox's  argument ;  that  you  are  to  look  beyond  the 
Scriptures  if  you  would  discover  the  fountain  of  light  And  the 
faith  of  Abel,  the  first  martyr,  and  the  first  redeemed  sinner.  How 
was  he  saved  ?  he  had  no  Scriptures.  All  this  is  not  to  disparage 
these  precious  oracles  of  truth,  but  to  guard  against  a  vain  confidence, 
that  would  rest  in  them,  and  not  seek  to  be  led  by  their  guidance  in 
the  spirit,  to  the  blessed  source  of  light  and  salvation.  In  the  same 
strain  hear  the  Scriptures:  <*The  natural  man  receivelh  not  the 
things  of  the  Spirit  of  God,  for  they  are  foolishness  unto  him  ; 
neither  Can  he  know  them,  because  they  are  spiritually  discerned." 
So  in  the  2d  vol.  Penn's  Works,  page  327  : 

"  The  Scriptures  are  a  sealed  book  to  all  but  those  who  know  them 
by  the  same  hand  that  originally  gave  them  ;  so  that  however  com- 
mon they  may  be  in  the  world,  they  are  strangers  to  them  that  un- 
derstand them  not ;  and  though  old,  respecting  the  time,  when  they 
were  revealed  to  the  saints,  yet  new  to  every  age.  So  that  we  assert 
,  not  a  revelation  of  new  things,  but  a  renewed  revelation  of  those 
things  God  made  former  ages  witnesses  of;  otherwise  men  are  no 
more  benefited  by  them  ;  and  to  be  benefited,  they  must  be  made 
oars  by  the  spirit,  which  made  them  the  holy  ancients. 

<<  In  short,  no  man  can  understand  spiritual  things  but  the  spi- 
ritually discerning,  nor  can  he  so  be  without  the  inspiration  of  ttie 
Almighty;  this  is  Scripture." 

When  Barclay  speaks  of  the  Scriptures,  as  in  their  proper  place,  he 
affirms  that  Friends  have  always  greatly  valued  them.  But  in  p.  !292, 
he  distinctly  maintains,  that  the  holy  Spirit  cannot  contradict  the 
Scriptures  ;  these  are  his  natural  terms;  and  in  p.  293,  that  whatever 
suggestions  may  arise  in  the  mind,  that  are  opposite  to  those  lively 
oracles,  are  to  be  treated  as  the  delusions  of  the  adversary.  Here 
we  have  the  safest  guide  that  man  can  possess,  to  lead  him  to  life 
and  glory  ;•  not  a  light  that  acknowledges  no  source  but  itself,  but 
that  looks  to  the  word  of  God  as  springing  from  the  everlasting 
fountain  of  light. 

This  is  the  opinion  of  Friends  ;  this  is  what  converts  and  brings 
to  God ;  it  is  not  the  mere  ignis  fatuus  which  they  would  persuade 
you  to  think  has  been  blindly  followed  by  ancient  Friends,  but  it  is 
the  hallowed  influence  of  that  blessed  light  which  shines  brighter 
and  brighter  unto  the  full  and  perfect  day.  It  is  not  the  working 
up  of  the  mere  animal  spirits,  and  miscalling  it  the  light  within. 
We  insist  that  the  only  safe  illumination,  is  that  which  con* 
forms  to  God's  truth,  and  if  it  contradicts  the  Scriptures,  it  is  con- 
trary to  the  Spirit  of  God.  This  is  the  whole  meaning  of  the 
ancient  writers. 

I  submit  with  deference,  that  the  counsel  has  failed  to  shake  any 
one  of  the  three  great  cardinal  points  of  doctrine  which  we  have  set 
forth.    The  ancient  Friends  believed  them  all.    W^  Vw^s^^  ^eScuss^x^ 
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that,  as  body  of  Friends,  the  ancient  society  were  united  and  happy, 
and  that  their  constant  and  prayerful  effort  was,  to  maintain  these 
truths  in  all  their  fulness  and  energy.  Now,  even  if  we  grant  that 
a  few  garbled  extracts  may  render  doubtful  or  exceptionable  some  of 
the  opinions  of  one  or  two  of  the  ancient  writers;  yet  when  we 
see  the  body  of  them  agreeing  in  all  the  great  and  substantial  points 
of  their  doctrines,  I  submit  that  nothing  has  been  brought  to  shake 
the  foundation  upon  which  we  have  built.  The  effort  was  renewed 
yesterdayi  by  my  learned  friend  of  the  opposition.  One  would 
have  thought  that  quotations  so  long  had  in  a  measure  exhausted  his 
desire  to  spread  confusion  in  the  ranks  of  the  ancient  writers,  but  it 
seems  that  his  zeal  is  most  untiring.  They  again  quote  from  Fox^s 
Mystery,  to  show  that  Christ  was  a  mere  figure^  They  say  that  in 
1669,  Fox  said  so ;  and  they  take  a  single  sentence,  or  part  of  it,  in 
proof  of  what  they  say.  Now  what  is  it  ?  The  whole  of  their 
quotations  on  the  subject,  resolve  themselves  into  this  simple  fact, 
that  George  Fox  held  and  declared,  that  the  mere  outward  know* 
ledge  of  the  coming  and  sufferings  and  atoning  death  of  the  Son  of 
Crodf  was  not  sufficient  for  the  salvation  of  the  soul ;  but  that  the 
heart  must  be  changed,  and  born  again  of  the  Spirit  of  God,  by 
which  it  comes  to  a  saving  knowledge  of  Christ  and  his  work  within. 
But  our  adversaries  would  make  of  it  an  assertion  on  the  part  of  Fox, 
that  the  outward  knowledge  of  Christ  was  not  necessary  at  all.  If 
such  liberties  are  to  be  taken  with  authors,  all  human  systems  must 
be  broken  up.  No  writer  could  stand  against  such  perversions.  But 
what  does  Fox  himself  say  in  this  very  book,  page  68  : 

** Christ  gave  himself,  his  body,  for  the  life  of  the  whole  world; 
he  was  the  offering  for  the  sins  of  the  whole  world ;  and  paid  the 
debt^  and  made  satisfaction  ;  and  doth  enlighten  every  man  that 
comes  into  the  world,  that  all,  through  him,  might  believe ;  and  he 
that  doth  not  believe  in  the  offering,  is  condemned  already." 

They  again  quote  from  Fox's  Great  Mystery,  to  prove  that  George 
Fox  considered  the  outward  appearance  of  Christ  no  more  than  a 
figure.  This  is  one  of  Bugg's  old  objections,  vamped  up  anew.  It 
was  ably  and  TuUy  answered  by  George  Whitehead,  in  his  reply  to 
fiugg,  and  the  society  cleared  of  entertaining  any  such  notion.  But 
what  does  Fox  himself  say  on  the  subject,  in  the  very  book  from 
which  they  quote  ? — In  page  98,  replying  to  an  opponent  who  had 
written  that  Christ  in  the  flesh,  and  his  sufferings,  were  bui  an  ex^ 
ample  or  figure,  he  says  : 

^<  Christ  ended  all  figures,  in  suffering,  and  examples  and  pat^ 
terns ;  yet  he  is  the  saints^  pattern  and  example,  as  the  Scripture 
witnesses  ;  and  there  is  no  other  example  nor  pattern  to  be  heeded, 
but  Christ  alone,  which  they  are  to  learn. of ;  but  to  say  he  is  nothing 
but  a  figurty  for  that^  thou  and  you  all  will  be  judged :  for  he 
ended  all  figures,  and  is  the  resurrection  and  the  life  both  ;  and  thy 
dead  body  shall  live  with  my  dead  body,  this  is  Scripture ;  and  they 
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that  said  the  resurrection  waa  past  in  the  days  of  the  apostles,' ovei<- 
threw  the  faith  of  some." 

So  in  ed  Penington,  p.  16  was  quoted  to  prove  that  nothmg  but 
Christ  within  is  to  be  regarded;  they  quote  the  ninth  query  :  , 

«  What  was  that  which  saved  people  outwardly  from  their  out- 
ward infirmities  and  diseases,  while  Christ  waa  on  earth  in  that  body? 
Was  it  the  body,  or  the  life,  power,  and  spirit  of  the  Father  within 
the  body,  and  manifest  through  the  body?  And  can  anything  less 
save  inwardly  ?  Now  that  which  saves,  that  which  hath  the  virtue 
and  power  of  salvation  in  it,  that  the  eye  of  faith  is  to  fix  upon,  and 
not  to  stick  or  stop  in  that  through  which  the  life  works  it." 

Now  if  they  had  given  us  the  tenth  query,  we  should  have  had 
more  light  on  the  matter: 

"Who  was  he  that  humbled  himself,  that  made  himself  of  no  repu- 
tation,that  took  upon  him  the  form  of  a  servant,  and  was  made  in  the 
likeness  of  men,  and  found  in  fashion  (or  habit)  as  a  man  ?  Was  it 
the  body  of  flesh,  or  was  it  he  that  was  glorified  of  the  Father  before 
the  world  was  ?  And  who  is  to  have  the  honour  and  exaltation  ?  At 
whose  name  is  every  knee  to  bow  ?  Is  not  the  reward  to  him  who 
laid  down  his  glory  to  take  upon  him  the  body  of  flesh,  and  appear 
in  it,  that  he  might  honour,  glorify,-and  fulfil  the  will  of  his  Fa- 
ther ?" 

I  would  ask  now,  is  there  any  dishonour  of  the  Son  of  God,  or  of 
his  coming  in  the  flesh.  Here — far  from  it — there  is  nothing  of  the 
kind.  And  if  you  turn  to  queries  1,3,3,  and  4,  on  page  15,  you  will 
see  that  Penington  held  the  outward  coming  and  sacrifice  of  Christ 
to  be  necessary  for  salvation: 

"  Whether  there  was  not  a  necessity  of  Christ's  taking  upon  him 
our  flesh,  for  the  redemption  of  those  that  had  sinned,  and  the  satis- 
faction of  thejustice  ofiended  ? 

"  Whether  the  Father  did  not  accordingly  prepare  a  body  for  him, 
to  do  his  will  in  all  things  in;  and  particularly  to  offer  up  to  him  the 
acceptable  sacrifice  for  the  sins  of  the  whole  world  ?  * 

"Whether  it  was  not  necessary,  in  this  respect  also,  that  Christ 
should  take  upon  him  our  flesh,  that  he  might  have  experience  of  our 
temptations  and  infirmities,  and  become  a  merciful  and  faithful  high- 
pri^  and  intercessor  for  us  ? 

"  Wherein  lay  the  value  and  worth  of  his  sacrifice,  and  of  all  he 
did  ?  Did  it  lie  chiefly  on  the  thing  done,  or  in  the  life  wherein  he 
did  it,  in  that  he  did  It  in  the  pure  faith  and  obedience  to  the  Father  ? 
He  became  obedient  unto  death,  even  the  death  of  the  cross;  and  he 
through  the  eternal  Spirit  offered  himself  without  spot  to  God  ?" 

The  2d  of  Penington,  p.  19,  was  quoted  against  us:  query  17. 

I  cite  from  the  same  volume,  page  348,  to  show  that  this  was  the 
same  passage  quoted  by  an  old  author  for  the  same  purpose : 

"  Having  been  lately  at  London,  upon  occasion  of  a  meeting  be- 
tween some  of  the  people  called  Quakers,  and  some  of  the  peoi^ 
called  anabaptists,  and  other  confederates,  wherein  I  was  sontKmWL 
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concerned;  being  charged  or  brought  in  by  Tbomcui  Hicks,  in  bii 
.  second  book  of  Dialogues,  called  «  Continuation,'  p.  4,  to  prove,  that 
the  Quakers  account  the  blood  of  Christ  no  more  than  a  common 
thing;  and  having  been  at  that  meeting  to  clear  my  innocency  in  that 
particular;  but  the  thing  not  then  coming  in  question,  and  I  being  to 
return  to  my  habitation  in  the  country  (though  I  staid  also  a  second 
meeting  for  that  purpose) ;  it  was  on  my  heart,  in  the  clearness  and 
innocency  thereof,  to  give  forth  this  testimony,  to  take  off  that  un- 
truth and  calumny  of  T.  H.  both  from  the  people  called  Quaken, 
and  myself;  being  both  of  us  greatly  therein  injured,  as  the  Lord 
God  of  heaven  and  earth  knoweth.  I  have  had  experience  in  that 
despised  people  for  many  years,  and  I  have  often  heard  them  (even 
the  ancient  ones  of  them)  own  Christ  both  inwardly  and  outwardly. 
Yea,  I  heard  one  of  the  ancients  of  them  thus  testify,  in  a  public 
meeting  many  years  since,  that  if  Christ  had  not  come  in  the  flesh, 
in  the  fulness  of  time,  to  bear  our  sins  in  his  own  body  on  the  tree, 
and  to  offer  himself  up  a  sacrifice  for  mankind,  all  mankind  had 
utterly  perished. 

^  What  cause  then  have  we  to  praise  the  Lord  God,  for  sendini 
his  Son  in  the  likeness  of  sinful  flesh,  and  for  what  his  Sen  did 
therein." 

And  on  pages  250  and  251,  he  says: 

<<  In  the  second  part  of  Thomas  Hicks'  Dialogues,  called  '  Conti- 
Duation,'  p.  4,  he  maketh  his  personated  Quaker  speak  thus:  Thou 
gayest,  we  account  the  blood  of  Christ  no  more  than  a  common 
thing;  yea,  no  more  than  the  blood  of  a  common  thief.  To  which 
he  makes  his  personated  christian  answer  thus:  Isaac  Penington  (who 
I  suppose  is  an  approved  Quaker,)  asks  this  question:  Can  outward 
blood  cleanse  ?  Therefore,  saith  he,  we  must  inquire,  whether  it  wis 
the  blood  of  the  veil,  that  is,  of  the  human  nature,  or  the  blood 
within  the  veil,  viz.  of  that  spiritual  man,  consisting  of  flesh,  blood, 
and  bones,  which  took  on  him  the  veil,  or  human  nature.  It  is  not 
the  blood  of  the  veil;  that  is  but  outward ;  and  can  outward  blood 
deanse? 

<<  Now  to  satisfy  any  that  desire  to  understand  the  truth  as  it  is,  and 
to  know  what  the  intent  of  my  heart  and  words  (as  spoken  by  me) 
was,  I  shall  first  say  somewhat  to  his  stating  the  question,  and  then 
open  my  heart  nakedly  and  plainly,  as  it  then  was,  and  still  is,  in  this 
natter. 

"First,  I  answer,  these  were  not  my  words,  which  he  hath  set 
down  as  mine ;  but  words  of  his  own  patching  up,  partly  out  of  seve* 
ral  queries  of  mine,  and  partly  out  of  his  own  conceivings  upon  my 
'queries,  as  if  he  intended  to  make  me  appear  both  ridiculous  and 
wicked  at  once.  For  I  no  where  say,  or  affirm,  or  did  ever  believe, 
that  Christ  is  a  spiritual  man,  consisting  of  flesh,  blood,  and  bones, 
which  took  on  him  the  veil  of  human  nature.  Thus  he  represents 
me  as  ridiculous.  It  is  true,  Christ  inwardly,  or  as  to  his  inward  be- 
ing,  WMS  a  Spirit,  or  God  blessed  for  ever,  manifested  io  fleah;  which 
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0  speak  properly)  cannot  have  flesh,  blood,  and  bones,  as  man  hath, 
.nd  then,  besides  his  alterations  at  the  beginning,  putting  in  only 
lur  words  of  my  query,  and  leaving  out  that  which  next  follows, 
vhich  miglit  have  manifested  my  drift  and  intent  in  them,]  he  puts 

1  an  affirmation  which  was  nut  mine,  in  these  his  own  words;  It  is 
}t  the  blood  of  the  veil;  tliat  is  but  outward :  and  then  annexeth  to 
lis  affirmation  of  his  own,  the  words  of  my  former  query:  Can  out- 
ard  blood  cleanse  ?  As  if  these  words  of  mine  (can  outward  blood 
eanse  ?)  did  necessarily  infer  that  the  blood  of  Christ  is  hut  a  com- 
ion  thing. 

"  Herein  he  represents  me  wiclied,  und  makes  me  epeak,  by  his 
langing  and  adding,  that  which  never  was  in  my  heart,  and  the 
jotrary  whereto  I  have  several  times  affirmed  in  that  very  book 
'here  those  several  queries  were  pul  (out  of  which  he  forms  this  his 
wn  query,  giving  it  forth  in  my  name.)  For  in  the  10th  ftage  of 
latbook,  beginning  at  line  three,  1  positively  affirm  thus;  That  Christ 
id  offer  up  the  flesh  and  blood  of  that  body  (though  not  only  so,  for 
e  poured  out  his  soul,  he  poured  out  his  life)  a  Kicrifice  or  offering 
>r  sin,  a  sacrifice  unto  the  Father,  and  in  it  lasted  death  for  every 
un;  and  that  it  is  upon  consideration  (and  through  God's  acceptance  of 
lis  Mcrifice  for  sin]  that  the  sins  of  believers  Are  pardoned,  that  God 
light  be  just,  and  the  justifierof  him  who  believeth  in  Jesus,  or  who 
I  of  the  faith  of  Jesus.  Is  this  common  flesh  and  blood  ?  Can  this 
e  affirmed  of  common  flesh  and  blood  ?  Ought  not  he  to  have  con- 
idered  this,  and  other  passages  in  my  book  of  the  same  tendency, 
nd  not  thus  have  reproached  me,  and  misrepresented  me  to  ihe 
rorld  ?  Is  this  a  christian  spirit;  or  according  to  the  law  or  pro- 
beta,  or  Christ's  doctrine  ?  Dotli  he  herein  do  as  he  would  be  done 
7?  Oh!  that  he  had  a  heart  to  consider  it!  I  might  also  except 
gainst  those  words:  human  nature,  (which  he  twice  pulteth  in)  being 
otmy  words,  nor  indeed  my  sense;  for  by  human  nature,  as  I  judge, 
I  understood  more  than  the  body;  whereas  I,  by  the  word  veil,  in- 
ioded  no  more  than  the  flesh  (or  outward  body,)  which  in  Scripture 
I  expressly  ao  called,  (Heb.  x.  20,)  through  the  veil,  that  is  to  say, 
is  flesh. " 

Again,  in  the  same  treatise,  p.  356: 

"  Now  as  touching  the  outward,  which  ye  say  we  deny,  because 
four  testimony  to  the  inward,  I  have  frequently  given  a  most  so- 
imn  testimony  thereto;  and  God  knowcth  it  to  be  the  truth  of  my 
eart ;  and  that  the  testifying  to  the  inward  (from  which  the  outwanl 
ame)  doth  not  make  the  outward  void,  but  rather  establish  it  in  its 
lace  and  service.  God  himself,  who  knew  what  virtue  was  in  the 
]ward,  yet  hath  pleased  to  make  use  of  the  outward  ;  and  who  may 
ontradict  or  Blight  liis  wisdom  and  counsel  therein  ?  Glorious  was 
ne  appearance  and  manifestation  of  his  Son  in  flesh;  precious  bis' 
ubjection  and  holy  obedience  to  his  Father;  his  giving  himself  up 
1  death  for  sinners  was  of  great  esteem  in  his  eye!  It  wasa  spotless 
icrificc  of  great  value,  and  eSectual  for  the  remission  of  sins:  and  V 
65 
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do  acknowledge  humbly  unto  the  Lord  (he  remission  of  my  sins 
thereby,  and  bless  the  Lord  for  it ;  even  for  giving  up  his  Soo  to 
death  for  us  all,  and  giving  all  that  believe  in  his  name  and  power  to 
partake  of  remission  through  him." 

The  court  have  heard  from  this  quotation,  that  Penington  had  to 
encounter  the  same  kind  of  opposition  as  is  experienced  by  Friends 
now. 

They  next  cite  from  Fox^s  Doctrinals,  1006.     It  is  an  epistle  to 
Mahomet;  and  when  the  court  look  at  its  object,  and  extend  the  quo- 
tation so  as  to  suffer  Fox  to  speak  for  himself,  they  will  immediately 
perceive  the  object  of  this  epistle,  and  obtain  a  satisfactory  clew  to  (fae 
argument  which  the  gentleman  on  the  other  side  has  attempted  to 
draw  from  it    The  emperor  of  the  Turks  had  put  forth  a  declaration, 
in  which  he  styled  himself  the  guardian  of  the  christians^  crucified 
God,  and  Fox  writes  to  him,  denying  that  God  can  be  crucified.— 
Fox  denies  that  God  can  be  crucified:  <<  Now,  whereas  the  emperor 
of  the  Turks  saith,  that  he  is  commander  and  guardian  of  the  christians^ 
crucified  God.    Now  in  this  he  is  mistaken ;  for  the  eternal,  incompre- 
hensible, invisible,  everlasting  God,  whose  divinity  extends  throagh- 
out  the  whole  earth,  who  is  God  in  heaven  above,  and  in  the  earth 
beneath,  to  whom  all  nations  are  but  as  the  drop  of  a  bucket ;  this  is 
the  true  christians'  God,  whom  they  serve  and  worship  in  his  spirit 
and  truth,  which  the  Jews  did  not  crucify,  nor  could  they  crucify; 
and  it  is  blasphemy  for  the  Jews,  or  any  to  say,  that  they  did  crucify 
the  true  christians'  eternal,  invisible  God;  and  great  ignorance  for 
any  to  say,  that  the  true  christians'  God  was  crucified,  or  that  the 
eternal,  incomprehensible,  immortal  God,  the  creator  of  all,  who  is 
the  God  of  the  spirits  of  all  flesh,  and  the  breath  of  all  mankind  is  in 
his  power,  so  that  poor  mortals,  or  externals  should  say,  think,  or 
imagine,  that  the  eternal,  invisible,  everlasting,  immortal,  incompre- 
hensible God  was,  or  can  be  crucified,  which  they  cannot  compre- 
hend, which  is  the  true  christians'  God." 

The  court  will  find  that  the  declaration  of  the  sultan  Mahomet, 
the  grand  Turk,  sent  to  the  emperor  of  Germaily,  gave  rise  to  this 
letter. 

<<  Mahomet  the  fourth,  son  of  emperors,  and  of  the  famous  aod 
renowned  God  ;  emperor  of  the  Turks,  king  of  Greece,  Macedooii, 
Moldavia,  Samaria,  and  Hegha ;  king  of  great  and  lesser  Egypt; 
king  of  all  the  inhabitants  of  the  earth,  and  prince  of  the  earthly 
paradise;  acknowledged  prince  and  obedient  son  of  Mahomet;  pre- 
server of  the  cities  of  Hungaria  ;  possessor  of  the  sepulchre  of  your 
God  ;  lord  of  all  the  emperors  of  the  world,  from  the  rising  of  the 
sun  to  the  going  down  thereof;  king  of  all  kings,  lord  of  the  tree  of 
life,  conqueror  of  the  Malonian  Hegley,  and  the  city  Prokenix ;  the 

Ct  persecutor  of  the  christians,  and  all  wicked  people,  joy  of  the 
ishing  world,  commander  and  guardian  of  your  crucified  God, 
lord  o[  the  multitude  of  the  heathens :  we  command  ye  to  greet  the 


peror  Leopold,  in  case  he  desire  it ;  and  you  are  a  frieod  to  our 
lesty,  whose  power  and  will  we  have  extended  very  far." 
tlear  the  proud  contumely  of  this  audacioua  heathen  endeavour- 
■  to  triumph  over  the  cross  of  Christ!  Fox  was  roused  to  energy; 
came  out,  not  to  enlighten  a  christian,  but  to  put  down  a  pagan. 
:  says  that  God  cannot  be  crucified,  that  he  is  infinite,  indestrucli- 
f  and  eternal.  And  yet  they  cite  Fox  to  show  that  he  denied  the 
rinity  of  our  Saviour  ! 

If  the  charge  had  come  from  the  infidelity  of  Paine,  or  Voltaire, 
:  could  better  have  sustained  it,  but  coming  from  the  descendants 
Fox  himself,  it  is  almost  too  much  ;  it  requires  grace,  as  well  as 
ience,  to  endure  it. 

But  the  sultan  goes  further.     He  says : 

"  I  have  resolved  forthwith  to  destroy  you  and  your  people,  and 
depose  you  of  the  German  empire,  after  my  will,  leaving  in  the 
pire  a  remembrance  of  my  dreadful  sword,  that  it  may  publicly 
lear  that  I  will  establish  my  religion  therein,  and  pursue  your 
icified  God,  whose  wrath  1  fear  not,  nor  his  coming  to  defend,  or 
liver  you  out  of  my  hands ;  but  will  condemn  your  sacred  priests 
the  plough,  and  sufier  the  breasts  of  your  wives  to  be  sucked  by 
|a  and  beasts  ;  you  will  do  well  to  forsake  your  religion,  olher- 
le  I  will  give  order  to  consume  you  with  fire.  This  is  enough  to 
you  understand  my  will,  if  you  will  be  so  wise  as  to  know  it."- 
Elear  this  uncircumcised  Philistine  !  It  was  the  boastful  spirit  of 
s  proud  infidel  that  Fox  intended  to  meet.  With  pious  Indigna- 
D  he  rebuked  the  impious  language  !  Be  it  known  to  you,  said 
X,  that  Christ  cannot  be  crucified.  He  is  beyond  your  reach. 
u  cannot  touch  the  apple  of  his  eye.  He  is  Lord  and  God  for 
>r.  Does  not  the  court  perceive  how  proper  such  language  is  in 
ise  circumstances?  It  might  not  do  every  where,  nor  on  all  ocea- 
ns, but  when  he  came  forth  to  meet  an  infamous  scoffer,  !s  it  not 
iper  ?  His  object  was  to  defy  him  who  had  defied  the  God  of 
ael.  But  Fox  does  not  stop  here ;  he  goes  on  to  declare  his 
[h  in  the  divinity  and  offices  of  Christ.  Page  1006,  1007: 
»  But  Christ,  which  was  made  of  the  seed  oT  David,  according  to 
I  flesh,  who  took  not  upon  him  the  nature  of  angels,  but  the  seed  of 
traham ;  he  suffered  for  us  in  iAe  fitah.  And  so  as  Christ  also 
th  once  suffered  for  sins  in  the  flesh,  he  the  Just,  for  ttie  unjust, 
It  Christ  might  bring  us  to  God ;  so  Ood  was  not  crucified,  but 
irist  being  put  to  death,  or  crucified  in  the  JUsh,  but  quickened 
atn  io  the  spirit  and  rose  again,  and  sits  at  the  right  hand  of  God  ; 
ifl  Peter  (one  of  the  apostles  of  Jesus)  testifietb,  and  the  true  chris- 
na  DOW  believe  it,  and  though  Christ  was  crucified  through  weak- 
ss,  that  is,  through  the  flesh,  yet  he  is  alive,  and  livah  by  the 
werof  God.— 2.  Cor.  13. 

<*  So  it  is  clear,  that  the  eternal,  and  invisible,  inconprebsasible  God 
IB  not,  nor  cannot  be  crucified  ;  but  Christtiie  Son  of  Ood  suffered 
cording  to  the  flesh,  not  in  his  Godhead:  k>  ChmX&w&Vn  q»x 
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■ins,  according  to  the  Scripture  of  the  Old  and  New  Testament ;  ior 
Bs  in  Adam  all  died,  so  even  in  Christ  shall  all  be  made  alive,  aikl 
that  Christ  by  the  grace  of  God  should  taste  death  for  every  raiD : 
so  it  was  not  the  invUihte,  eternal,  incomprehensible  Godlhitmi 
crucified  and  died,  and  did  taste  death  for  every  man,  but  Christ  ac- 
cording to  tlie  flesh,  who  was  manifest  to  take  away  our  sin,  and  ia 
him  there  was  no  sin  ;  so  Christ  was  manifest  to  destroy  the  worki 
of  the  devil,  and  Christ  through  his  death,  destroys  death  that  an 
brought,  and  the  devil  the  power  of  death  ;  and  about  the  ninth  boor 
(when  Jesus  Christ  hanged  upon  the  cross)  he  cried  with  a  loul 
voice,  saying,  my  God,  my  God,  why  hast  thou  forsaken  me.  So 
it  is  clear,  the  eternal  God  did  not  die,  nor  was  crucified,  but  Chriil 
was  put  to  death  in  the  flesh  ;  this  testifies  Malhew,  one  of  Chrisl'J 
apostles.  So  he  was  the  one  offering,  who  made  the  end  of  all  the 
offerings  among  the  Jews,  through  the  offering  up  of  the  bodyiif 
Jesus  once  for  all ;  so  the  man  Christ  Jesus  ofiered  up  himself  <st 
sacri&cc  for  sins  ;  so  by  that  one  offering  he  hath  perfected  for  em 
them  that  are  sanclified  ;  so  he  is  the  propitiation,  offering  and  suii- 
fice  for  the  sins  of  the  whole  world,  yea  Jesus  Christ  which  was  d 
the  seed  of  David  ;  and  so,  according  to  the  Scripture,  Christ  did 
for  our  ains,  and  he  was  buried,  and  rose  again  the  third  day,ac«ird- 
ing  to  the  Scriptures  ;  and  after  he  was  risen  from  the  dead  he  m 
seen  of  the  apostles;  and  again  he  was  seen  of  above  five  hnndn' 
brethren  at  once,  that  were  believers  in  him  ;  and  this  was  after  be 
was  dead,  buried,  and  risen.  But  none  of  the  princes  of  the  world 
knew  him  ;  for  had  they  known  Christ,  they  would  not  have  cnici- 
fied  him ;  but  we  know  now,  that  Christ  being  raised  from  the  dexl, 
dies  no  more,  and  death  has  no  more  dominion  over  Christ,  in  that 
.he  died  unto  sin,  and  for  the  sins  of  the  whole  world  ;  but  nonl» 
being  raised  from  the  dead,  he  is  set  at  the  right  hand  of  God ;  m' 
therefore" — Now  begins  another  quotation  made  by  the  learned  gen- 
tleman, viz: — "Jesus  of  Nazareth,  a  man  approved  of  God  by  min- 
cles,  wonders,  and  signs  which  God  did  by  him,  this  Jesus  the  Mi 
o/'JWbry,  the  Jews  with  their  wicked  hands  did  take,  crucify  ind 
^ay ;  but  it  was  God  who  loosed  the  pangs  of  death,  because  it  RU 
not  possible  that  he  should  be  holdeo  of  it ;  and  though  the  Jewsdid 
'Crucify  Jesus  and  slew  him,  and  hanged  him  on  a  tree,  yet  Godhitb 
.raided  him  up  the  third  day,  and  God  hath  exaUed  him  at  his  ngU 
'.hand,  to  be  a  Prince  and  a  Saviour,  to  give  repentance,  &c.  iikI  Tm^ 
giveiit-ss  of  sins;  so  Christ's  apostles  were  witnesses,  how  God  raised 
him  i'foni  the  dead  ;  so  you  may  seo  here,  it  was  not  Gud  that  iM 
crucified  and  died,  for  he  raised  Christ  from  Ihe  dead  on  the  Uiird 
day,  und  showed  him  openly  to  his  apostles,  and  they  did  eat  and 
drink  with  Jesus  Christ  after  that  God  had  raised  him  up  from  tbe 
dead. "  Fox  proceeds  : — "  And  he  eomnianded  hisspostlesto  preieli 
ito  the  .people,  sad  testify,  that  it  was  he  that  was  ordained  of  God 
'tobe.juiiae  of  the  quick  aiid  dead,  audio  him  gave  all  the  propheu 
(wi'i^owiea)  al  God  witoeas,  that  through  the  nama  of  Jesus,  wtiv 
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oever  believed  in  him  should  receive  remission  of  sins,  neither 
I  there  salvation  in  any  other;  for  there  is  no  other  name  under 
leaven  given  amongst  men  whereby  we  must  be  saved,  but  by  Jesus 
f  Nazareth,  whom  the  Jews  crucified,  whom  God  hath  raised  from 
he  dead  ;  for  God  said  to  David,  that  of  the  fruit  of  his  loins  (ac- 
ording  to  the  flesh)  God  would  raise  up  Christ  to  sit  on  his  throne. 
Ind  David  he  seeing  this  before,  spake  of  the  resurrection  of  Christ, 
hat  his  soul  was  not  left  in  hell,  neither  did  his  flesh  see  corruption. 
k>,  though  the  Jews  crucified  him,  and  a  soldier  thrust  a  spear  into 
lis  side ;  and  though  he  was  crucified  and  hanged  on  a  tree,  and 
lain,  dead  and  buried,  him  did  God  raise  up  the  third  day,  and  he 
ppeared  to  his  apostles  and  disciples,  and  did  eat  and  drink  with 
hem  after  he  was  risen,  who  were  the  faithful  witnesses,  that  God 
aised  him  up  from  the  dead,  who  is  ascended  up  into  heaven  at  the 
ight  hand  of  God,  who  being  the  brightness  of  Ood^s  glory ^  and 
hit  express  image  of  his  substance,  and  upholding  all  things  by 
be  word  of  his  power,  when  he  had  by  himself  purged  our  sins, 
•tedown  at  the  right  hand  of  the  Majesty  on  high,  whom  the  hea- 
rens  must  receive  until  the  time  of  the  restitution  of  all  things, 
vhich  God  hath  spoken  by  the  mouth  of  all  his  holy  prophets  since 
he  world  began  ;  and  he  that  descended  is  the  same  also  that  as- 
cended far  above  all  heavens,  that  he  might  fill  all  things,  who  led 
nptivity  captive,  and  gave  gifts  unto  men,  &c.  And  we  have  re- 
lemption  through  Christ's  blood,  even  forgiveness  of  our  sins,  who 
lath  delivered  us  from  the  devil  (the  power  of  darkness)  who  is  the 
leed  of  the  woman,  which  bruiseth  the  old  serpent's  head,  which 
leoeived  Adam  and  Eve,  w^hich  God  promised  to  Adam,  that  the  seed 
>f  the  woman  should  bruise  the  serpent's  head ;  in  which  seed,  viz. 
Christ,  all  nations  are  blessed,  who  is  the  image  of  the  invisible  God, 
the  first-born  of  every  creature;  for  by  him  were  all  things  created 
that  are  in  heaven,  and  that  are  in  the  earth,  visible  and  invisible, 
Bvhether  they  be  thrones,  or  dominions,  principalities  or  powers;  all 
things  were  created  by  him  and  for  him,  and  he  was  before  all  things, 
ind  by  him  all  things  consist ;  and  Christ  saith  in  his  prayer  to  his 
Father, '  this  is  eternal  life,  that  they  might  know  the  only  true  God, 
ind  Jesus  Christ  whom  thou  hast  sent.'  And  Jesus  desired  of  God 
his  Father,  saying,  ^that  those  whom  God  hath  given  him,  might  be 
with  him  where  he  was,  that  they  might  behold  his  glory  which 
God  hath  given  him  ;'  for  he  loved  him  before  the  foundation  of  the 
world,  therefore  saith  Christ,  <now,  0  Father,  glorify  thou  me,  with 
thy  own  self)  with  the  glory  which  I  had  with  thee  before  the  world 
was ;'  and  Christ  said  to  his  disciples  after  he  was  risen  from  the 
dead,  *all  power  in  heaven  and  in  earth  is  given  unto  me  ;'  and  he 
bid  his  disciples,  <go  into  ail  the  world,  and  preach  the  gospel  to 
every  creature,'  &c.  And  then  after  the  Lord  Jesus  Christ  had 
spoken  to  his  disciples,  he  was  received  up  into  heaven,  and  sate 
down  at  the  right  hand  of  God.  And  now  we  who  are  the  believers 
ia  Christ  Jesus,  and  true  christians,  we  do  live  unto  YAxa ;  fttid  if 
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we  die,  we  die  unto  the  Lord,  whether  we  live  or  die,  we  are  the 
Lord's;  for  this  end  Christ  hoth  died,  revived,  and  rose,  that  be 
might  be  Lord  both  of  the  dead  and  of  the  living ;  and  he  is  judge 
both  of  quick  and  dead  who  is  the  only  one  Mediator  betwixt  God 
and  man,  even  the  man  Christ  Jesus,  who  makes  intercession  to  God 
for  his  people,  and  is  able  to  save  to  the  utmost,  all  that  come  to 
Grod  by  him,  who  ever  lives  to  make  intercession  for  them,  who  is 
sate  down  at  the  right  hand  of  God  in  heaven,  who  is  the  prince  of 
the  kings  of  the  earth,  who  said  to  John  <  I  am  the  first  and  the  last, 
I  am  he  that  liveth,  and  was  dead,  and  behold  I  am  alive  for 
evermore.'  " 

This  is  all  consistent  with  our  faith.  Christ  never  said  his  hu- 
manity accomplished  this;  it  was  his  Godhead;  but  both  were 
^united  in  one  person.  And  what  did  he  himself  say,  <<I  have  power 
to  lay  it  down,  and  I  have  power  to  take  it  again." 

Could  not  he  who  raised  Lazarus  from  the  dead,  who  chained  the 
thunder,  and  said  unto  the  winds  and  the  waves,  <<  peace,  be  iftill ;'' 
eould  not  he  raise  himself  from  the  grave  ?  Yes :  but  it  was  his 
Grodhead  within  him. 

Barclay's  Apology,  page  464,  is  next  cited. 

They  only  read  one-half  of  the  paragraph ;  but  Barclay  pro- 
ceeds : 

<<  I  doubt  not  but  there  are  many  also  at  this  day,  professing  to  be 
the  disciples  of  Christ,  that  do  as  little  understand  this  matter  as 
those  did,  and  are  as  apt  to  be  ofiended,  and  stumble  at  it,  while  they 
are  gazing  and  following  after  the  outward  body,  and  look  not  to 
that  by  which  the  saints  are  daily  fed  and  nourished.  For  as  Jesus 
Christ,  in  obedience  to  the  will  of  the  Father,  did  by  the  eternal 
Spirit  offer  up  that  body  for  a  propitiation  for  the  remission  of  sios, 
and  finished  his  testimony  upon  earth  thereby,  in  a  most  perfect  ex- 
ample of  patience,  resignation  and  holiness,  that  all  might  be  made 
partakers  of  the  fruit  of  that  sacrifice ;  so  hath  he  likewise  poured 
forth  into  the  hearts  of  all  men  a  measure  of  that  divine  light  and 
seed  wherewith  he  is  clothed  ;  and  thereby,  reaching  unto  the  con- 
sciences of  all,  he  may  raise  them  up  out  of  death  and  darkness  by 
his  life  and  light,  and  thereby  may  be  made  partakers  of  his  body, 
and  therethrough  come  to  have  fellowship  with  the  Father  and  with 
the  Son." 

,  What  is  the  amount  of  all  this  ?  Our  Saviour  said,^  ^  except  ye 
,eat  my  flesh  and  drink  my  blood  ye  have  no  life  in  you."  Now 
iWhat  says  Barclay  ?  Why,  simply,  this  is  not  to  be  received  Hie- 
rally.  Some  errorists  believe  In  the  transmutation  of  that  bread 
and  wine  into  the  body  and  blood  of  Christ  by  some  spiritual  process. 
The  court  will  perceive  that  the  whole  difficulty  between  Barclay 
and  certain  professors  of  religion  arose  from  this  constantly  separat- 
ing of  things,  that  are  safe  guides  only  when  united. 
.  Take  the  body  and  blood  of  the  Saviour ;  live  according  to  the 
spiritual  import  of  the  sacrifice  made  by  himi  then  Christ,  ue  hope 


■t  glory,  ia  within  you.  Barclay  desired  most  earnestly  to  bring 
hem  into  the  path  of  truth ;  his  desire  was  to  cause  them  to  loot 
hrough  the  sacrifice  of  Christ,  as  did  the  dying  thief  upon  the  cross. 
lid  he  rely  on  the  mere  external  oSering  for  hia  forgiveness  ?  No; 
bashed  and  penitent,  wilh  a  broken  heart,  and  a  faith  that  looked 
>eyond  the  humiliation  and  sorrovi-s  of  the  cross,  to  the  future  glo- 
ies  of  the  risen  and  triumphant  Redeemer  ;  he  resigned  himself  wilh 
lumble  submission  to  his  infinite  compassion,  and  exclaimed,  "Lord^ 
emember  me  when  thou  comest  into  thy  kingdom  !"  Such  is  the 
aith  the  ancient  worthies  contended  for  :  they  contended,  that 
hrough  him,  every  penitent  sinner  should  be  saved. 

I  have  now  disposed  of  this  painful,  and  yet  in  one  sense,  pleasinz 
Alt  of  my  duty.  I  have  endeavoured  to  vindicate  the  character  ol 
he  ancient  Friends,  and  to  satisfy  the  court  that  they  are  consistent 
nith  themselves,  and  that  their  doctrines  harmonize  with  the  Scrip- 
tures. But,  suppose  the  counsel  had  made  the  contrary  to  appear  : 
would  it  not  still  have  been  an  extraordinary  state  of  things  ?  We 
hive  disclosed  our  doctrines,  and  charged  that  Decow  and  his  party 
hid  departed  from  them.  Do  they  take  issue  on  these  doctrines,  and 
deny  them  to  be  the  doctrines  of  the  ancient  Friends  ?  No  :  on  the 
contrary,  so  far  as  implication  can  go,  they  admit  them  to  be  so.  If 
then,  the  charges  are  not  denied,  are  they  not  to  be  taken  for  granted  ? 
We  have  confined  ourselves  to  the  doctrines  of  this  century :  they 
CO  back  to  the  seventeenth  century,  and  instead  of  showing  what  the 
doctrines  of  the  society  are,  they  endeavour  to  show  that  the  ancient 
Friends  did  not  believe  those  doctrines. 

1^18  proposition  of  our  adversaries,  that  there  is  no  guide,  Dor 
leader,  nor  system  of  faith  among  them,  would  lead  to  dreadful  eon- 
•equences.  It  breaks  up  all  order  and  authority;  every  man  is  to 
think  as  he  pleases,  and  the  step  is  a  short  one,  to  act  as  he  pleases. 
It  is  downright  radicalism:  it  would  drive  liberty,  happiness,  and 
religion  away  for  ever.  What  does  infidelity  seek  more  than  this  ? 
Away  with  creeds,  trample  down  the  advice  of  parents,  leave  chil- 
dren to  their  own  guidance,  or  to  the  corrupting  influence  of  wicked 
and  designing  agents,  cast  off  the  shackles  which  are  at  present  im* 
posed  upon  the  rebellious  spirit  and  will  of  man,  build  up  associations 
with  Owen  and  Wright,  and  all  the  other  patrons  of  abomination  : 
What  moral  desolation  and  death  would  be  spread  through  the  land  ! 
On  the  point  of  departure  from,  or  conformity  with  the  belief  of 
Friends,  in  our  bill,  we  ask,  what  is  your  faith  ;  we  throw  down  the 
glove :  here  are  our  charges,  we  charge  a  fundamental  and  fatal  de- 
parture fVom  these  things,  and  what  do  they  answer  ?  They  say,  you 
nave  no  right  to  inquire  into  our  consciences  ;  we  are  uncontrolled 
by  tbe  dictation  of  any  man.  Does  this  put  the  matter  fairly  in  issue? 
D^ow  says  that  he  and  his  associates  believe  in  the  christian  reli- 
gion, as  contained  in  the  Holy  Scriptures :  the  Judge  very  truly  ob^ 
mma,  that  "there  is  nothing  characteristic"  in  this  declaration. 
He  nys,  in  p.  76,  Decision  : 


y 


^  All  sects  of  christiansy  however  widely  separated,  unite  in  pro- 
fessing this.  But  if  I  can  understand  the  liberty  claimed  in  this  an- 
swer, for  the  members  of  the  society,  it  is,  that  they  may  interpret 
the  Scriptures,  in  reference  to  the  doctrines  of  the  trinity,  and  of  the 
divinity  and  atonement  of  Jesus  Christ,  as  the  light  within  them 
shall  direct" 

Here  are  the  very  points  to  which  we  have  called  for  a  categorical 
answer.  What  do  they  say  ?  Why,  in  one  paragraph,  "you  ha?c 
no  right  to  question  us  ; "  in  another,  '<  we  believe  in  the  Holy  Scrip- 
tures." They  cloak  themselves  under  this  species  of  subterfuge.  A 
man  who  is  afraid  to  avow  his  faith,  warrants  the  suspicion  that  some- 
thing is  wrong  with  him ;  and  Scripture  says,  "  Be  ready  always  to 
give  a  reason  for  the  hope  that  is  in  thee."  A  man  ought  to  rejoice 
in  his  faith.  Abraham  Lower,  the  moment  you  come  within  reach- 
ing distance  of  him,  cries  ^<  hands  off."  1  enter  my  protest  agaiost 
you  :  I  put  my  veto  upon  any  such  attempts  to  inquire  into  the  con* 
acinces  of  men.  "^ 

But,  although  Decow,  in  his  answer  has  in  some  measure  declared 
his  faith,  still  he  denies  the  right  of  inquisition  into  the  religious 
opinions  of  men.     In  page  50,  vol.  i.  Evidence : 

<<  And  he  submits  to  this  court,  that  the  only  legitimate  inquiry 
before  this  court,  respects  the  right  qf  property  to  the  bond  and 
mortgage  and  the  money  due  thereon,  mentioned  in  the  bill  of  in- 
terpleader, and  that  neither  this,  nor  any  other  court,  have  a  right 
to  institute  an  inquest  into  the  consciences  or  faith  of  members  of 
religious  societies  or  associations,  or  subject  them  to  the  ordeal  of  i 
creed  prepared  by  those  claiming  adversely,  in  order  to  disfranchise 
or  to  deprive  them  of  their  property  or  legal  rights." 

Can  this  denial  be  well  founded .'  My  learned  friend  has  also 
complained  of  this.  He  admits  that  we  may  inquire  into  thedo^ 
trines  of  Decow,  but  not  into  his  conscience.  This,  however,  is 
not  the  position  taken  by  his  associate  counsel.  At  the  very  com- 
mencement, they  put  a  stopper  on  this,  by  entering  their  protest 
In  page  58,  vol.  i.  Evidence  : 

Question  by  Mr.  Sloan:  ^^  State  what  are  the  doctrines  held  by  the 
society  in  reference  to  what  is  generally  termed  the  trinity  ?  The 
counsel  for  the  complainant,  Mr.  Southard,  objects  to  the  question, 
and  to  any  and  every  question  respecting  the  religious  cpinions  or 
doctrines  of  the  society." 

It  was  proposed  to  inquire  generally  into  the  doctrines  held  by  the 
society  oi  Friends,  not  thereby  at  all  inquiring  into  the  personal  opi- 
nions or  thoughts  of  U)e  witness,  but  into  the  religious  faith  of  a  whole 
sect,  in  relation  to  particular  points  of  theology.  Mr.  Southard,  od 
behalf  of  his  clients,  objected  to  any  inquiry  into  faith  ;  he  objected 
to  any  and  every  question  relating  to  religious  doctrine.  It  was  no 
wonder  that  Abraham  Lower  assumed  the  position  that  he  did  ;  or 
that,  under  authority  so  strong  and  weighty  as  that  of  my  learned 
friend,  he  should  reply,  <<  I  will  not  answer."     This  injunction, 


iwever  vras  not  sufficient;  they  would  not  sUow  even  our  own 
ilneases  to  approach  our  own  ground,  so  very  anxious  are  they  to 
lUt  the  door  upon  all  open  investigation.  "We  protest/' say  they, 
desire  to  show  what  raithful  use  our  good  friend  Abraham  Lower 
ifl  made  of  this  prolest.  In  page  380,  the  question  is  put,  as  to  the 
-ounds,  or  reasons  of  his  disownment.  "With  what  were  you 
larged  in  that  testimony  of  disownment,  and  for  which  you  wer6 
•clared  no  longer  in  unity  with  the  society?"  and  he  refused  to 
ford  any  light  on  the  subjecL  Page  381,  he  had  admitted  the  fact 
at  they  did  ta)ie  cognizance  of  his  case;  that  they  disowned  him; 
id  that  they  had  given  him  notice ;  and  yet  when  we  approach  to 
e  reasons  for  their  dealing  with  him,  he  raises  the  protest.  We 
uld  have  shed  light  on  this  sul^ect,  -had  we  heen  permitted  to  do 

;  but  the  gates  were  barred  against  us.  Our  friend  Abraham,  who, 
Dvinced  in  his  own  mind,  that  the  constitution  of  the  United 
ates  and  of  this  state,  did  not  authorize  such  inquiries;  and  per- 
ips  being  <;onfirmed  in  that  opinion  by  his  own  feelings  of  opposi- 
Hi  to  them,  he  was  therefore  determined  not  to  answer.  I  ^ow  not 
>w  he  got  all  these  ideas  about  the  general  and  state  constitution, 
to  his  head,  unless  it  be  from  the  fact  that  my  learned  friend,  his 
unsellor,  had  sustained  so  conspicuous  and  exalted  a  part  in  both 
vcrnments.  Again,  in  page  3S3,  1st  vol.  Kvidence  : 
"Q.  Do  you  refuse  to  answer  the  last  three  questions,  aod  the 
e  immediately  preceding,  out  of  which  they  grew,  viz:  by  the 
wiplino  and  usages  of  the  society  of  Friends,  have  they  a  right 
treat  with,  and  if  persisted  in,  to  disown  any  of  their  members, 
ID  in  the  course  of  Iheir  ministry  shall  propagate  sentiments  re- 
gnant to  the  principles  and  doctrines  which  have  always  been 
Id  fundamental  by  the  society,  and  which  questions  relate  to  the 
ministration  of  the  discipline  i 

*'A.  I  deny  the  authority  or  right  of  a  temporal  court  to  inter- 
«  with  things  purely  spiritual. 
"  Q.  Will  you  answer  the  question,  yes  or  no  7 
"A,  What  I  have  said,  is  my  answer.  s 

^^  Q.  Do  you  mean  your  answer  to  be  understood  as  a  refusal  to 
iwer  ? 

''A.  I  mean  it  to  be  understood  as  a  protest  against  everything 
iring  an  analogy  to  the  Spanish  inquisition.  I  am  glad  that  6re 
1  fagot,  and  all  those  engines  of  Orthodoxy,  are  out  of  fashion  in 
s  country. 

"Q.  Will  you  answer  these  questions  without  fire  and  fagot  then, 
say  that  you  decline  to  do  so? 

"A.  1  have  no  confidence  in  Orthodoxy  j  1  mean  those  whg  call 
imselves  Orthodox ;  and  apprehend,  that  if  fire  and  fagot  had  been 
fashion  here,  as  it  has  been  in  Christendom,  that  from  the  temper 
1  dispoAition  I  have  discovered  in  the  opposers  of  Friends,  I  think 

this  time  I  should  not  have  had  the  privilege  of  sitting  here,  an 
rocatc  for  the  rights  of  private  judgment. 


"  Q.  Is  this  your  answer  ? 

"  A.  That's  my  answer." 

Here>  in  a  general  question  relating  to  the  discipline  of  the  soci- 
Wy,  he  refuses  to  answer. 

So  in  the  same  page :  this  is  a  long  question  taken  from  the  book 
df  discipline.  <<  Is  a  violation  of  the  following  rule  of  discipline,  to 
Vf\t,  <  If  any  in  membership  with  us  shall  blaspheme^  or  speak  pro- 
ftmely  of  Almighty  God,  Christ  Jesus,  or  the  Holy  Spirit,  he  or  she 
ought  early  to  be  tenderly  treated  with,  for  their  instracHoti  and  the 
^dnvincement  of  their  underatanding,  that  they  may  experience  T^ 
pentancc  and  forgiveness  ;  but  should  any,  notwithstanding  this  bro* 
tberly  labour,  persist  in  their  error,  or  deny  the  divinity  of  our  Lori 
Mid  Saviour  Jesus  Christ,  the  immediate  revelation  of  the  Holy  Spi- 
rit, or  the  authenticity  of  the  Scriptures,  as  it  is  manifest  they  are  not 
Wie  in  faith  with  us,  the  monthly  meeting  where  the  party  belongs, 
having  extended  due  care  for  the  help  and  benefit  of  the  individoal 
without  effect,  ought  to  declare  the  same,  and  issue  their  testimony 
accordingly ;  •  or  of  this  rule,  viz  :  *  We  tenderly  and  earnestly  ad- 
vise and  exhort  all  parents  and  heads  of  families,  that  they  endeaToar 
to  instruct  their  children  and  families  in  the  doctrines  and  precepts 
Of  the  christian  religion,  as  contained  in  the  Scriptures,  and  they^* 
cite  them  to  the  diligent  reading  of  those  excellent  writings,  vmA 
plainly  set  forth  the  miraculous  conception,  birth,  holy  life,  wonder- 
nil  works,  blessed  example,  meritorious  death,  and  glorious  reaatnt'  ^ 
lion,  ascension,  and  mediation  of  our  Lord  and  Saviour  Jesus  Chri^; 
and  to  educate  their  children  in  the  belief  of  those  important  trothi^ 
aa  'well  as  in  a  belief  of  the  inward  manifestation  and  operation  of  the 
Holy  Spirit  on  their  own  minds,  that  they  may  reap  Uie  benefit  aad 
advantage  thereof,  for  their  own  peace  and  everlasting  happinea^ 
which  is  infinitely  preferable  to  all  other  considerations :  *  a  sul^ 
for  which  a  tnember  or  members  of  the  society  may  be  treated  with, 
and  if  they  persist  in  disregarding  these  rules,  be  disowned.^' — Not 
even  touching  his  conscience,  not  evincing  the  slightest  desire  to 
oversee  his  unuttered  thoughts.  But  what  did  he  say?  "I  think 
that  this  question  is  an  interference  of  this  commission  in  spirituil 
things,  which  does  not  become  them,  according  to  tlie  restrictions  of 
the  constitution,  with  respect  to  the  opinions  of  the  citizens."  Now 
^you  see,  if  it  please  your  honours,  it  is  not  possible  to  g^t  the  con- 
stitution out  of  this  old  man's  head.  So  with  every  witness  who  wai 
brought  before  the  court ;  we  cross-examined  week  after  week,  and 
month  after  month,  and  found  that  we  were  but  labouring  in  vaio, 
and  so  gave  up  the  task  in  hopeless  despondency. 

Let  us,  for  example,  turn  to  the  evidence  of  Halliday  Jackson.  He 
takes  his  stand  on  the  constitution  too.     Ev.  vol.  ii.  p.  89. 

<<  Q.  Was  not  the  <  Berean,'  a  work  edited  and  published  aoder 
the  patronage  of  those  youeall  Friends,  and  was  it  not  generally  ap- 
proved and  circulated  by  them,  as  giving  a  correct  view  of  thedo^ 
trioal  differences  which  exiatdd  among  Friends  ? 
I' 


^<  A.  That  seems  to  be  travelling  off  the  ground  thai  we  have  been 
versing.  I  can  only  say  as  to  that  work,  that  it  was  an  anony- 
ms publication,  which  neither  the  society  of  Friends,  nor  any  in- 
ridual  that  I  know  of,  was  responsible  for  but  the  author  himself: 
i  how  extensive  its  circulation  was,  I  cannot  tell  ;  but  I  think  I  re- 
(mber  the  first  I  saw  of  any  of  the  numbers  in  circulation,  was  in 
)  house  of  an  Orthodox  Friend,  Nathan  Sharpless,  at  Concord* 
ee  correction  at  the  close.]  He  and  several  others  that  were  con- 
ned there  at  the  time  of  the  quarterly  meeting,  several  of  whom 
tre  of  the  Orthodox  party,  so  far  as  the  distinction  was  known  at 
It  time,  seemed  to  be  much  interested  in  the  reading  of  the  work, 
night,  previous  to  that,  have  seen  the  prospectus,  or  the  first  num-^ 
Ty  though  I  am  not  certain.  I  took  the  work  myself,  and  I  believe 
nras  taken  by  some  Friends  ;  a  number  of  Friends,  perhaps,  and 
a  great  many  that  were  not  members  of  the  society  of  Friendsi 
I  it  regards  doctrinal  differences,  every  Friend  may  have  their  own 
inion  on  that  subject ;  and  as  it  regards  opinions  about  doctrines^ 
I  have  heretofore  stated,  a  temporal  tribunal  is  not  the  proper 
lee  to  judge." 

So  in  p.  205  :  **  I  have  several  times  renewed  ray  protest  against 
her  his  right  to  inquire,  o^  myself  under  any  obligation  to  answer^ 
matters  relating  to  the  private  concerns  of  that  monthly  meeting. 
it  as  in  the  latter  question,  and  in  the  long  string  of  quotations^  &a 
it  he  ( however  mutilated  they  may  be)  has  got  recorded  on  those 
inutes,  he  seems  now  to  have  taken  a  new  ground  ;  that  of  requi- 
ic  opinions  about  doctrines,  and  matters  of  a  spiritual  nature, 
uch  has  heretofore  been  protested  against  by  a  witness  who  preoe- 
d  me  in  this  examination,  and  also  by  myself,  in  some  instances, 
being  out  of  the  jurisdiction  of  any  court  in  the  United  States,  or 
J  eommission  acting  under  it,  to  inquire  into  matters  of  a  spiritual 
lure,  or  opinions  about  doctrines.  I  therefore,  once  more^  enter 
f  solemn  protest  against  going  further  into  any  examination  on  this 
int;  believing  myself  not  required,  or  under  any  obligation,  by 
B  qualification  1  have  taken,  to  do  so.  And  I  had  an  assurance 
>m  the  former  counsel,  by  whom  1  was  cross-examined,  that  no 
lestions  would  be  put,  requiring  an  opinion  on  these  subjects.  And 
erefore,  I  shall  decline  answering  any  question  tending  to  that 
int ;  and  as  I  suppose  the  end  and  design  is  answered,  by  getting 
ose  long  quotations  placed  upon  the  record,  I  shall  hope  not  longer 
be  burdened  with  such  questions,  and  this  examination  protracted, 
hereby  lam  kept  week  after  week  from  my  family,  and  motherless 
ildren.'* 

The  next  quotation,  and  the  last,  with  which  I  shall  detain  the 
lurt,  in  p.  206 :  <<  But  as  my  protest  is  disregarded,  and  a  question 
doctrine  is  again  put,  I  must  say  again,  that  I  am  not  bound  to  an- 
rer,  and  will  not  answer  a  question  put,  of  that  nature.^'  Never 
as  counsel  more  faithfully  followed.  And  it  is  because  they  were 
sguised  as  to  matters  of  faith,  that  the  great  leadet  cA  >kv€a  ^^kiN?) 
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and  all  his  adherents,  hare  best  carried  on  their  purposes  by  striking 
in  the  dark  ;  therefore  it  was,  that  they  kept  themselves  concealed : 
that  they  dare  not  meet  the  light ;  and  that  when  called  upon  in  a 
court  of  justice  to  explain  their  principles,  they  throw  the  burthen  of 
proof  from  them,  by  protesting  against  the  interference  of  human  tri- 
bunals, in  matters  affecting  the  consciences  of  men.  What,  if  it 
please  this  honourable  court,  ought  to  be  the  legal  consequence? 
The  opposite  counsel,  perceiving  the  force  of  the  objection,  says,  all 
they  have  to  do  is  to  stand  on  their  rights.  Now  if  Decow  were  the 
defendant,  they  might  do  so  ;  the  party  who  files  the  bill  and  inter- 
pleader, has  compelled  these  two  parties  to  interplead  with  each 
other  ;  he  calls  on  them  to  make  out  their  cases  in  chancery,  and  to 
settle  for  him  to  which  of  them  he  shall  pay  the  money.  Each  mu^ 
make  out  his  own  case  at  his  peril.  The  bill  of  interpleader  is  the 
only  thing  read  against  this  question.     Shotwell  gave  bill,  &c* 

We  prosecute  it  on  behalf  of  Joseph  Hendrickson.  Shotwell, 
aware  that  the  other  meeting  claimed  the  money,  brought  them  both 
here;  and  they  filed  their  answers,  which  are  to  be  considered  as 
their  respective  claims. 

'  I  refer  to  4th  Brown's  Chan.  3  Wendell.  Nothing  is  to  be  ad- 
mitted or  denied.  Each  party  is  to  prove  his  own  case;  not  to  lie 
on  his  oars  till  they  are  broken  in  upon,  he  must  prove.  Decow  says, 
we  believe  as  you  do;  and  when  we  come  to  make  out  the  fact,  whe- 
ther they  do  so  believe  ot  not,  they  say  the  constitution  forbids  them 
answering  any  such  minute  interrogatories.  What,  I  again  ask,  is  to 
be  the  legal  consequence  ?  Are  they  to  take  the  benefit  of  their  de- 
fault, or  we  of  our  proof?  They  say  we  ought  to  except  to  the  an- 
swer: but  we  are  co-defendants,  and  one  defendant  cannot  except 
against  another.  Decow  has  made  his  case,  and  he  must  substantiate 
it;  he  cannot  say  that  we  have  not  established  the  weakness  of  his 
case,  and  therefore  pray  your  honours  to  award  a  decision  against  us. 
Our  reply  to  this  would  be,  we  have  supported  our  own  claim,  and  that 
will  give  us  the  decree  of  the  court.  If  he  has  made  a  bad  bed  for 
himself,  he  must  lie  upon  it. 

£  cite  from  16th  Vesey's  Chan.  p.  201,  in  order  further  to  support 
our  position — that  the  interpleading  party  who  makes  dtfaulty  must 
have  judgment  against  him — thereby  carrying  out  the  essence  of  the 

Erinciple  laid  down.  I  refer  also  to  4th  Brown,  p.  310,  a  case  cited 
y  my  learned  friend ;  and  if  he  refuses  to  answer,  or  make  his  de- 
fence, or  does  not  sustain  the  validity  of  his  own  claim,  the  benefit  of 
such  defalcation  must  go  to  the  other  interpleading  party. 

But  if  the  court  please,  we  have  heard  a  dictum  of  Chancellor 
Walworth  cited,  to  show  that  this  protest  was  right,  that  Abraham 
Lower  was  justified  in  declining  to  answer  the  questions  put  to  him. 
We  have  an  old  maxim  which  says,  that  the  judge's  safe  place  is 
where  the  lawyer's  is — in  holding  to  the  record ;  it  is  an  apt  maxim, 
and  good  for  illustration  here. 
After  disposing  of  the  Gave  befote  l\im>  the  ehancellor  volunteen 


525 

an  advisory  opinion:  but  this  will  not  answer;  and  the  diancellor  at 
latt  only  throws  out  seripus  doubts^of  the  principle  for  which  we 
eontendy  and  his  doubts  surely  should  not  overcome  the  series  of 
deeisionSy  on  this  matter,  which  have  been  given  in  our  own  courts 
of  chancery,  and  of  appeals ;  of  our  supreme  court,  and  of  the  su- 
preme court  in  Massachusetts,  and  Which  has  also  been  the  subject  of 
a  contrary  opinion  in  his  own  state  of  New  York  ?  In  the  "  Pur-' 
chase"  case  this  question  came  before  the  supreme  court  of  the  state 
of  New  York,  and  an  opinion  was  delivered  by  Judge  Nelson.    ' 

Here  is  the  true  issue  between  the  parties,  and  this  is  the  view 
which  the  chancellor  ought  to  have  taken.  What  did  his  own  judge 
maintain  ?  <<  If  there  has  been  a  diversion  from  the  objects  for  which 
the  fund  was  created,  a  court  of  equity  will  prevent  it.  As  for  in- 
alanee;  if  a  fund  was  created  for  the  purposes  of  educating  children 
in  certain  doctrines,  the  court  will  inquire  not  <<  is  this  orthodox  or 
heterodox,"  but  are  you  about  to  apply  the  fund  to  the  purposes  for 
which  it  was  intended.  Here  the  question  of  majority  or  minority 
is  a  naatter  of  perfect  indifference:  it  does  not  touch  the  principle: 
and  if  either  the  majority  or  minority  divert  the  fund  from  its  proper 
objects,  the  court  of  chancery  will  interfere  and  bring  it  back  td  its 
<Mrigiaal  uses.  We  are  not  to  inquire,  whether  a  man  enjoys  a  right 
to'ehange  his  creed ^  and  here  is  the  immunity  given  by  the  law* 
The  question  is  not,  <<  may  I  go  from  the  meeting  and  join  another;'^ 
a  nrieniber,  we  all  know,  may  depart  if  he  pleases  ;  but  the  question 
ia,  what  is  the  legal  consequence  of  that  departure.  Is  not  the  fund 
to  follow  those  who  pursue  the  purposes  for  which  it  was  created  ? 

I  nolfv'  proceed  to  show  that  the  doctrines  contained  in  the  bill  in 
chancery  are  essentially  fundamental ;  and  that  they  have  always 
been  so  declared  by  the  society  of  Friends.  But  let  us  first  ascertain 
the  meaning  of  terms.  What  is  signified  by  the  term  *^ funded 
menialJ*  As  I  understand  it,  it  means  the  principles  which  are  at 
the  foundation  which  form  the  basis,  the  vital  doctrine,  without 
which  religion  cannot  exist.  And  if  you  subtract  from  the  Scrip- 
tures the  divinity  of  our  Saviour,  the  atonement,  and  the  inspira« 
tion  of  the  Scriptures,  what  remains  ?  There  is  no  fabric,  no  stay, 
no  hold ;  all  is  gone  :  and  the  whole  spirit  of  prophecy  is  nothing 
more  than  <<a  sounding  brass  or  a  tinkling  cymbal ;"  if  the  Scrip- 
tares  are  not  inspired  of  God,  where  are  we  ?  We  are  lell  alone  in 
a  dark  world,  and  urging  our  way  to  a  dreadful  eternity,  without 
light  to  guide,  or  hope  to  sustain  us.  Paul  says  that  he  counted  all 
things  but  loss  for  the  excellency  of  the  knowledge  of  Christ.  And 
this  he  did  for  the  sake  of  the  truth,  as  it  is  in  Jesus  Christ.  And 
to  strike  out  these  doctrines  would  be  to  hang  our  world  in  the  cur- 
tains of  despair ! 

In  4th  Blackstone,  page  45,  &c.,  you  will  find  the  true  rule  given 
on  this  subject ;  of  what  errors  in  religion  ought  to  be  subjected  to 
human  law. ,  <<  They  are  such  as  tend  to  overturn  Christianity,  or  sap 
the  foundations  of  morality,  and  classes  under  this  h^^d  vVv^  ^»Qk« 


Ipunelious  reproaches  of  our  Saviour,  and  profane  seeing  at  the 
Scripture)  or  exposing  it  to  contempt  and  ridicule."  These  sap  the 
foundational  these  tend  to  destroy  the  great  fundamental  principles 
which  lie  at  the  basis  of  the  belief  of  Friends. 

Our  own  law  gives  its  views,  in  Revised  Laws,  page  248,  section 
90 ;  and  punishes  as  a  public  ofience,  the  reproaching  the  Saviour, 
or  scoffing  at  the  christian  religion,  or  the  Holy  Bible.  Our  pious 
forefathers  deemed  that  this  great  doctrine  lay  not  only  at  the  foun- 
dation of  their  belief,  but  was  the  only  sure  basis  of  sound  Inoratity, 
and  public  order  and  happiness.  This  reminds  me  of  the  interpre- 
tation given  by  my  learned  friend  in  matters  of  discipline  :  whj, 
aaid  he,  Friends  are  merely  carrying  out  the  injunctions  of  the  ei?il 
law.  Now  if  this  is  so,  it  is  a  noble  testimony  for  both — ^for  in 
truth  it  seems,  that  our  law  is  just  as  orthodox  as  Ihe  society  of 
Friends. 

As  a  further  proof  that  these  doctrines  have  been  regarded  by  the 
Friends  as  fundamental,  I  refer  to  the  fact  of  diaownnnents  having 
often  taken  place  for  the  denial  of  the  divinity  of  our  Saviour,  and 
of  what  he  wrought  by  his  atonement  In  vol.  i.  Evidence^  page 
99,  William  Jackson  says : 

'^'I  have  knowledge  of  instances  of  disownment  for  denial  of  the 
proper  divinity  of  our  Saviour,  and  the  divine  authority  of  the 
Scriptures. 

**  A  neighbouring  monthly  meeting,  upon  the  records  of  which 
Was  shown  me  a  case,  in  which  the  monthly  meeting  had  disowned  t 
person,  for  traducing,  or  setting  at  nought,  the  Scripture  testimony, 
respecting  our  Lord  and  Saviour  Jesus  Christ,  and  speaking  slightly 
of  the  Scriptures  of  ti*uth.  This  took  place  as  much  as  nioety 
years  ago,  if  not  a  hundred  ;  that  is,  the  minute  was  that  long  ago. 
Since  that,  within  thirty  years  past,  there  were  two  disowned  by  the 
monthly  meeting  of  which  I  am  a  member,  while  I  was  in  Europe, for 
their  disbelief,  and  rejection  oT  the  Saviour ;  for  their  disbelief  and 
disregard  of  the  doctrines  of  the  society,  and  the  faith  of  the  so* 
oiety.  It  was  so  generally  understood  that  it  was  for  this  cause.  I 
did  not  see  the  testimony  against  them ;  but  it  was  the  conoimoD  re» 
port  and  general  understanding,  that  it  was  so;  and  that  their  views 
tended  to  infidelity. 

<<The  divinity  of  our  Saviour,  and  the  divine  origin  of  the  Scrip- 
tures, have  always  been  believed  by  the  society,  as  a  body.  They 
have  always,  as  a  body,  professed  belief  in  these  doctrines.  The 
society  has  always,  as  a  body,  believed  and  held  the  doctrine  of  the 
atonement  So  far  as  I  knov/,  it  has  always  been  understood,  that  a 
profession  of  a  disbelief  of  these  doctrines,  as  held  by  Uie  society, 
would  subject  such  member,  if  persisted  in,  to  disownment'^ 

So  also,  Samuel  Bettle,  in  page  60 : 

<*  The  society  does  not  presume  to  look  into  the  heart,  but  when 
doctrines  are  promulgated  and  taught,  directly  opposite  to  those  by 
ivhioh  the  society  is  bound,  and  held  together,  it  forms  a  subject 
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proper  to  be  dealt  with ;  individuals  of  the  society  known  to  the 
witness,  have  become  members  of  the  episcopalian  and  baptist  so- 
cieties, 4n  which  cases  the  fact, was  recorded,  and  the  individaals 
respectively  dismissed,  as  they  could  not  properly  belong  to  the 
two  societies  at  the  same  time.  As  far  as  witness  knows,  in  every 
instance  where  a  member  has  adopted  different  views  and  doctrines 
(pom  those  held  by  the  society,  they  have  been  dealt  with — they 
are  bound  to  do  so  by  the  discipline  ,*  they  exercise  a  pastoral  care 
over  their  members,  but  do  not  impose  any  coercive  restrictions 
upon  the  consciences  of  men.  The  society  has  always  exercised 
the  right  of  disowning  members  for  unsoundness  in  its  faith  and 
doctrines,  as  well  as  for  a  departure  from  its  testimonies." 

And  Elias  Hicks,  himself,  is  shown  to  have  been  disowned  for  a 
breach  of  discipline,  and  for  being  unsound  in  doctrine.  There 
were  likewise  further  cases  of  disownment.  Samuel  Parsons  testis 
fies,  Ist  vol.  Evidence,  page  171  : 

*«  In  the  case  of  Hannah  Barnard^  who  was  disowned  by  the 
monthly  meeting  of  Hudson,  (occurring  within  my  own  knowledge,) 
about  the  year  1802,  the  charges  were,  for  <  denying  the  miraculous 
conception  of  Jesus  Christ,  his  miracles,  and  atonement' 

<«  The  case  of  JViUiam  Reid^  disowned  by  Yonge  street  monthly 
meeting,  Upper  Canada,  for  <  denying  the  divinity  of  Jesus  Christ' 
He  appealed  to  the  half  year's  meeting,  and  yearly  meeting,  in  1815, 
both  of  which  confirmed  the  judgment  of  the  said  monthly  meeting. 

*<  Jesse  Mullenex^  and  two  of  his  family,  disowned  by  the  monthly 
meeting  of  Westbury,  for  <  denying  divine  revelation,  and  the  ao- 
thentieity  of  the  Scriptures,'  in  the  year  1822. 

*«  The  cases  of  Joseph  C,  Deane  and  William  Deane^  disowned 
by  the  monthly  meeting  of  <  Nine  Partners,'  for  <  promulgating  a 
belief  that  the  souls  of  the  wicked  are  mortal,  and  will  be  annihi- 
lated ;'  about  the  year  1822. 

^  The  cases  ef  Isaac  Dickinson^  Jimos  Dickinsony  and  Samuel 
Underhilly  disowned  about  the  same  period  by  the  monthly  meetings 
of  Coemans  and  Duanesburg,  for  the  same  cause  as  the  ladt^' 

With  a  christian  court  it  certainly  would  be  an  unprofitable  and  un- 
justifiable consumption  of  time  to  proceed  further  to  show  that  these 
doctrines  are  fundamental,  because  the  name  of  christian  cannot  be 
taken  without  it  It  is  the  great  land-mark  which  distinguishes  the 
profession  of  a  christian,  and  lays  the  foundation  of  all  his  great  and 
riorions  hopes.  Men  were  first  called  christians  at  Anti6ch>  and 
because  of  their  faith  in  Christ — and  for  a  christian  congregation 
there  is  no  foundation  without  it ;  it  is  the  alpha  and  omega,  the  be- 

¥'nDing  and  the  end  ;  the  revelation  which  God  himself  has  made, 
hese  doctrines  were  brought  into  the  world  through  the  cross  and 
sepulchre  of  Christ,  and  if  we  reject  his  divinity  and  the  wisdom  of 
Grod  who  brings  him  to  our  knowledge,  all  our  hopes  are  vain. 

3ut  our  Friends  who  differ  from  us,  deem  these  doctrines  funda- 
raestal;  and  their  conduct  furnishes  conclusive  lestimolTkrj  \S[!a^.^Su»a^ 


were  vital  and  fuDdamental  points  of  discipline.  What  is  the  cod- 
sequence  ?  They  went  from  us  because  they  were  not  of  us;  as  my 
friend  has  very 'justly  observed,  it  is  impossible  to  fraternize  with 
those  who  differ  from  us  in  matters  so  importsgit  Abraham  Lower 
accordingly  discloses  the  fact  when  he  says,  <<  it  was  because  of  dif- 
ferences in  doctrine^  that  they  separated." 

But  we  have  better  testimony  than  this.  On  their  separation, 
whilst  the  causes  of  trouble  were  fresh,  the  seceding  party  came  out 
with  an  exposition;  and  three  lines  of  it  will  suffice  to  show  the  court 
that  they  not  only  considered  that  a  difference  of  doctrine  did  exist, 
but  that  it  was  one,  the  influence  of  which  was  so  overpowering^  tint 
they  could  not  abide  or  dwell  together.     In  2d  vol.  Ev.  p.  454: 

<<  With  this  great  object  in  view,  our  attention  has  been  turned  to 
the  present  condition  of  this  yearly  meeting,  and  its  differeet 
branches;  and,  by  evidence  on  every  hand,  we  are  constrained  to 
declare,  that  the  unity  of  this  body  is  interrupted — that  a  divistoa 
exists  among  us,  developing  in  its  progress  views  which  appear  io- 
compatible  with  each  other,  and  feelings  averse  to  a  reconciliation. 
Doctrines  held  by  one  part  of  society,  and  which  we  believe  lo  be 
sound  and  edifying,  are  pronounced  by  the  other  part  to  be  unsound 
and  spurious.  From  this  has  resulted  a  state  of  things  that  has  proved 
destructive  of  peace  and  tranquillity,  and  in  which  the  fruits  of  love 
^d  condescension  have  been  blasted,  and  the  comforts  and  enjoy- 
ments even  of  social  intercourse  greatly  diminished.  Measures  have 
been  pursued  which  we  deem  oppressive,  and  in  their  nature  and 
tendency  calculated  to  undermine  and  destroy  those  benefits,  to  esta- 
blish and  perpetuate  which,  should  be  the  purpose  of  every  religious 
association." 

This  is  not  a  complaint  of  conduct  or  oppression.  It  is  a  deve- 
lopement  of  views  incompatible  with  each  other.  But  they  proceed: 
<^  Doctrines  which  we  deemed  sound  and  salutary,  have  been  held 
by  the  other  party,  to  be  unsound  and  spurious,  and  from  hence  has 
arisen,^'  &c. 

Here  then  1  fix  it  upon  them:  it  is  not  the  principle  of  majority; 
it  is  not  the  palming  of  a  creed;  it  is  not  the  mere  disrespect  mani- 
fested towards  Elias  Hicks!  it  is  plainly  and  palpably  a  matter  of 
doctrine.  What  doctrines  have  the  Orthodox  party  ever  pronounced 
unsound.and spurious?  Those  contained  in  the  bill,  and  there  are  no 
others,  which  we  ever  put  them  to  deny,  explain,  or  admit  Who 
has  ever  questioned  about  anything  else.  What  or  whom  do  we 
impeach  ?  Why,  your  doctrines  that  deny  the  authority  of  the  Scrip- 
tures, that  take  away  the  dignity  and  divinity  of  Christ,  that  deny 
his  atonement:  these,  and  these  alone  are  what  we  have  pronounced 
unsound  and  spurious.  Here  is  their  own  testimony  before  us;  their 
exposition  fresh  from  their  own  minds;  it  was  this  which*  broke  up 
the  fraternity;  they  espoused  unsound  doctrines,  and  they  <<  re- 
treated;" that  is,  they  deliberately  departed  from  us;  and  thiey  give 
aa  reasons^  that  their  views  and  ours  were  incompatible  with  eaeh 


other:  that  they  were  not  alike.  Thus  they  fpve  us  the  btek-booe  of 
the  matter,  by  avowing  that  the  difficulties  have  arisen  on  the  score 
of  doctrines.     Therefore  we  part 

The  court  adjourned. 


fFednesday  qflemoon. 
Ms.  FaKi.nfSHOirsKia  resumed:     . 

May  it  please  the  court : — I  have  proceeded  to  establish  the  fact, 
that  the  unhappy  difierence  of  opinion  which  arose  in  the  society 
of  Friends,  concerning  doctrines  they  have  ever  deemed  fundamen- 
tal and  essential,  was  the  only  original  cause  of  the  division  which 
followed ;  and  I  have  here  only  to  add,  that  it  was  expected  by  the 
Kparatists  themselves  to  produce  this  result,  and  was  indeed  actively 
fomented  by  them  to  accomplish  it.  Some  of  thejr  most  active  and 
infloential  agents  previous  to  the  yearly  meeting  of  1827,  "opened 
the  proq>ect '  of  disunion,  and  confidently  expressed  themselves  that 
it  had  already  become  inevitable.  Evid.  2d  vol.  p.  58,  59.  Halliday 
JaekaoD  being  under  examination: 

•*  Question  by  Mr.  Price.  Did  the  great  body  of  Friends,  in  con- 
■aquence  of  the  violation  of  the  harmony  and  principles  of  the  society, 
by  a  party>  proceed  to  hold- the  yearly  meeting,  independently  of  the 

J*^'  ... 

*'  A.  They  did  so  proceed.     The  various  disorders  that  1  have  ba- 

lore  stated,  and  violations  of  the  order  and  discipline  of  the  society, 
previoua  to  the  yearly  meeting  of  1827,  had  produced  in  the  minds 
of  many  Friends  a  strong  impression  that  the  conflicting  parties  could 
not  much  longer  harmonize  together  in  a  yearly  meeting  capacity. 
It  had  been  generally  understood,  that  some  of  the  leaders  of  those 
called  the  Orthodox  party,  had  made  declarations  that  there  must  be 
a  aoparation.  For  instance,  Thomas  Wistar  in  the  quarterly  meeting 
of  Philadelphia,  as  stated  by  Abraham  Lower,  had  made  this  public 
declantioo.  John  Comly,  whose  mind  was  very  deeply  affected  with 
the  scenes  and  disorders  that  had  occurred  previous  to  that  time, 
Baemed  to  be  impressed  with  the  belief,  that  society  could  scarcely 
be  saved  from  ruin,  in  any  other  way  than  by  dividing  from  this  do- 
minant party,  who  plainly  showed  by  their  conduct,  that  they  were 
dettfmined  to  rule,  and  to  have  the  government  of  the  church.  John 
Comly,  therefore,  in  some  interviews  with  some  of  his  friends,  pre- 
vious to  that  yearly  meeting  held  in  1837,  had  opened  a  prospect  of 
this  kind.  Although  he  has  been  charged  by  our  Orthodox  Frionds, 
in  aome  of  their  perhaps  anonymous  pamphlets,  of  travelling  about, 
and  holding,  i  think,  forty  caucus  tneetings,  I  think,  as  they  called 
them,  of  that  kind.  1  have  heard  him  say  myself,  that  he  never  had' 
more  than  four  or  fire  that  could  be  called  anything  like  conference 
on  the  subject ;  and  those  when  he  met  with  a  few  Friends  together, 
wbila  ho  was  travelling  on  other  concerns.  In  one  of  those,  and  one 
67 
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only,  I  was  present,  and  perhaps  six  or  eight  other  Friends,  besides 
the  family  we  were  then  in.  He  then  opened  his  views  to  us  in  a 
very  solemn  manner,  respecting  the  distressing  state^of  society,  and 
wished  Friends  that  were  present  to  consider  the  subject.  He  stated 
that  he  did  not  wish  his  views  at  all  to  be  kept  secret  Friends  that 
were  then  together,  expressed  much  tender  feeling  and  sympathy, 
being  fully  sensible  of  the  tried  and  distressed  state  the  society  was 
then  in.  But  there  was  still  a  looking  towards  the  approaching 
yearly  meeting,  with  a  hope  that  there  would  be  some  redress;  and 
that  when  Friends  from. the  country  collected  in  a  yearly  meeting 
eapacity,  they  might  be  able  to  put  some  check  upon  the  disorders 
that  were  prevailing,  which  hlid  been  principally  occasioned  by  the 
dominant  party  that  were  principally  confined  to  Philadelphia,  and 
had  assumed  the  right  to  govern  the  proceedings  of  the  society.  I 
think  John  Comly  expressed,  if  I  remember  right,  that  he  had 
attended  the  quarterly  meeting  in  Philadelphia  about  that  time,  or 
previous  to  that  time,  and  perhaps  some  other  meetings;  and  he 
thought  it  was  a  vain  hope." 

There  was  a  conversation  to  the  same  effect  between  John  Comly 
and  Samuel  Bettle,  as  deposed  to  by  the  same  witness.  Evid.  vol  ii. 
.p.  139: 

<<  John  Comly,  I  recollect,  was  behind  that  company  in  gathering, 
that  evening.  After  he  came  in,  he  informed  the  meeting,  that  be 
had  been  in  close  conversation  with  his  friend  Samuel  Bettle,  on  the 
subject  of  the  di£Sculties  that  then  agitated  the  society;  and  (hat  Sa- 
muel had  acknowledged  to  him  that  he  could  not  see  anything  better 
than  that  there  should  be  a  separation,  or  words  to  that  effect,  and 
aaid  a  good  deal  more  on  the  subject  of  their  conversation,  which  I 
cannot  now  recollect.'* 

The  secession  was  voluntary  on  account  of  dissensions  upon  points 
of  essential  doctrines.  There  had  been  no  inquisitorial  control  over 
their  private  opinions;  they  would  not  even  express  them;  but  they 
voluntarily  united  themselves  with  Elias  Hicks,  whose  unsound  do^ 
brines,  openly  and  industriously  disseminated,  had  occasioned  his  dis- 
ownment.  They  lie  down  upon  a  bed  of  their  own  making,  and 
have  no  ground  of  complaint.  They  have  divorced  themselves 
from  the  union  of  their  early  affection,  and  joined  themselves  to  him, 
find  faithful  have  they  been  to  his  memory. 

It  is  now  my  duty  to  show  that  this  their  leader  held,  maintained, 
and  industriously  preached  unsound  and  heretical  doctrines,  wholly 
irreconcilable  with  those  which  I  have  shown  to  be  the  fundamental 
and  essential  principles  of  our  society.  In  pursuing  this  task  I  will 
readily  subscribe  to  the  strict  letter  of  the  precept,  <<  De  tnortuu 
nil  nisi  bonuniy*  and  nothing  but  truth,  distinctly  proven  in  the 
cause,  shall  disturb  his  asheis.  But  it  is  not  with  Elias  Hicks  that 
we  principally  h/ive  to  do,  however  aggravated  may  have  been  hb 
errors.  It  is  with  his  system — with  his  unhappy  and  desolating  de- 
lusions v^ich  he  spread,  brdbd-cast,  over  the  world,  and  which  have 
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\y  sprung  up  and  surviyed  him.  So  far  as  his  errors  affected 
irsonally,  they  may  be  accounted  for  upon  the  well  known  and 
)n  frailty  of  the  human  mind — the  vain  ambition  for  personal 
tion  and  fame,  and  we  might  throw  the  mantle  of  our  charity  over 

He  was  a  man  of  a  strong  mind  ^  but  I  need  not  advert  to 
merous  examples  in  human  history  of  men  with  minds  yet 
T  who  have  been  borne  onward  upon  the  wings  of  this  ambi- 

a  yet  more  disastrous  career.  He  Was  captivated  with  the 
•f  originating  a  new  system  and  with  being  the  founder  and 
f  a  new  sect.  That  this  latter  feeling,  in  particular,  prevailed 
im,  is  evident  from  the  testimony  of  S.  Parsons,  Evid.  vol.  1, 
,  where  it  is  said,  <<Elias  Hicks  himself  remarked  that  such 
n  was  a  good  <  Hicksite ;'  ''  aftd  at  the  time  of  the  separa- 
e  of  their  most  influential  members  said,  in  a  quarterly  meet* 
at  the  term  <<  Hicksiie^^  would  become  as  honourable  a  term 
of  "  Quaker''  now  is.  He  would  strike  out  a  new  path — he 
raise  a  structure  by  which  he  might  get  to  himself  a  name ; 
len  he  was  admonished,  <<  Friend  Elias,  your  system  is  op- 
to  the  foundations  of  our  society,  and  will  cause  a  greater 
than  has  ever  before  occurred  among  us  f*  he  admitted  that 
d  produce  a  schism,  but,  said  he,  <<  it  will  be  of  short  dura- 
•r  my  doctrines  must  and  will  prevarL'' 
of  the  early  disclosures  of  his  principles  was  al  a  monthly 
g  in  Pine  street,  Philadelphia,  after  his  return^rom  the  yearly 
g  in  Ohio,  in  1819,  when  he  advised  the  young  people  not  to 
the  traditions  of  their  fathers,  but  to  press  forward  in  the 
)i  reformation.  See  Evidence,  vol.  2,  p.  S9,  40.  On  another 
n  he  said  that  as  it  was  lawful  and  right  for  George  Fox,  in 
,  to  differ  in  opinion  from  the  prevailing  doctrines  of  his  age, 
as  right  for  him  to  make  further  ad vances ;  and  added  that  his 
es  were  already  a  hundred  years  in  advance  of  those  which 
ly  prevailed.'*  Evidence,  vol,  1,  p.  214.  Thus  in  the  evi- 
)f  Joseph  Whitall  it  is  said  : 

iring  that  opportunity,  he  also  declared,  that  'as  it  was  lawful 
.ht  for  George  Fox,  in  his  day,  to  difier  in  sentiment  from 
vailing  doctrines  of  the  age,  and  to  make  advances  in  the 
ation,  so  it  was  right  for  him,  meaning  himself,  E.  H.,  to 
urther  advances.'  " 
in: 

ter  the  yearly  meeting  closed,  still  feeling  my  mind  very  un- 
)  his  account,  I  went  again  to  his  lodgings,  and  proposed  to 
\  have  a  few  judicious  Friends  invited  to  come  together  to 
those  important  subjects,  that  we  had  conversed  about ;  for 
>ne  in  which  the  happiness  and  welfare  of  society,  not  only 
>ut  every  where,  was  involved.  He  said,  'it  was  in  vain  to 
with  him  on  the  Subject,  for  his  mind  was  so  made  up,  that 
determined  to  persevere,  let  the  consequences  be  what  they 


Page  £15:  <«I  mfonned  him  that  I  did  fViIlyMiere  hiaViewi 
throughout^  on  the  points  we  had  dlacuwed)  were  at  variance  with 
the  Scriptures  of  truth,  w\d  the  doctrinea  of  ancient  Friends:  iod 
diat  we  as  a  religious  body  had  published  to  the  worid,  that  we  were 
willing  that  our  doctrines  and  practices  should  be  tested  by  the 
Scriptures  of  truth.  He  said,  <  he  was  not  willing  that  his  dofctriaes 
-  should  be  tried  by  the  Scriptures,  or  the  writings  S[  aficient  Friends; 
and  that  he  believed  George  Fox^  William  Penn^  and  Robert  Bl^ 
day,  thought  as  he  did,  but  they  were  afraid  to  eome  out'  '^ 

And  what  were  the  doctrines  which  he  considered  a  century  in 
advance  of  those  of  other  men  ?  'As  the  court  hxve  heard  the  e?i* 
dence  in  extensOy  I  propose  to  detain  them  with  a  few  references,  on 
this  branch  of  the  case,  a  part  for  the  whole — and  first,  as  to  Eliis 
Hick's  sentiments  with  respect  to  the  sin  of  our  first  pwrents,  usually 
designated  amongst  other  religious  denominations  as  original  sia. 
I«  his  tetter  to  Dr.  Shoemaker,  Ev.  vol.  2,  p.  422,  qieaking  of  Iks 
successors  of  Christ  he  says,  *^  They  invented  and  promulgated  ia> 
consistent  and  unsound  doctrines,  such  as  original  sin,  certifying  tint 
all  Adam's  ofTspriog  was  condemned  to  eternal  punishment  for  one 
misstqs  of  our  first  parents ;  for  they  don't  appear  to  have  ban 
guilty  of  but  one  failure^  and  that  it  appears  thney  fnade  aoHtfa^ 
Hon  for,  at  the  time  of  their  first  arraignment'' 

For  his  estimate  of  the  sacred  Scriptures : 
'  Vol.  1,  p.  156  :  <<It  ia  absurd  to  bok  to  writings  1800  ynarsoM 
be  instruction. 

Page  157  :  "  He  seldom  read  the  Scriptures." 
^  Paga  159  :  ^  The  New  Testament  was  written  hy  poor  weak  men 
like  ourselyes,  who  wrote  Jirom  memory ^  and  that  was  the  reason 
there  were  so  many  contradictions  in  themJ' 

Page  160 :  ^He  placed  reason  first,  and  revelation  after  it." 

^  He  said  the  Scriptures  were  inconsistent  with  themselvea." 

^<  That  the  pope  had  modelled  the  Bible  to  his  mind,  and  that  no 
reliance  was  to  be  placed  on  it" — ^P.  161, 173, 174. 

Vol.  8,  419 :  '<  That  the  society's  belief  of  the  Scriptures  troo- 
Ued  him." 

«<  That  he  was  not  willing  to  be  tried  by  ancient  Friends.  That 
they  thought  as  he  did  but  were  afraid  to  come  out" 

He  seems  to  have  understood  the  writings  of  ancient  Friends  very 
differently  from  his  followers,  in  this  cause. 

As  to  our  Saviour ;  in  his  letters  to  Dr.  Shoemaker  «nd  lliomas 
Willis,  he  writes :  *<<  I  do  not  oosisider  that  the  crucifixion  of  the 
outward  body  of  flesh  and  blood  of  Jesus  on  t^  cross  was  an  atone- 
ment for  any  ains,  but  the  legal  ains  of  the  Jews."  Again  :<* I  ex- 
amined the  accounts  given  by  the  four  evangelists,  and  according  to 
my  best  judgment  on  the  occasion,  I  was  led  to  think  tliere  was 
considerable  more  Scripture  evidence  of  his  being  the  ^on  of  Jo- 
sgsA  than  otherwiae^  and  ^allYioM^  iv  \na&  ^gaI  ^  changed  my 
mind,'  as  tradition  ia  a  mif^tj  \w\vivcY^  tioX.  ^mk\^  xuc&ssrv^^  Vs^ 


Kgun :  **  Surdy,  ia  it  powible,"  speiking  of  the  itonflmmt,  "that 
wy  ntional  being  that  has  tiny  right  aenae  of  justice,  or  merey,  that 
irould  be  willing  to  accept  forgiTeness  of  hia  sins  on  such  terms!! 
V?eaM  he  not  rather  go  forward  and  offer  himself  wholly  np,  to  aaf^ 
far  all  the  penalties  due  to  his  crimes,  rather  than  the  innocent  ahoold 
mSSer.*'  1  forbear  to  enlarge  upon  this  painfol  review.  Grosoer  in- 
fid«Iity  and  deeper  defection  from  the  apirit  «nd  principles  of  Iha 
Gospel,  will  be  searched  for  in  vain  among  the  records  of  those  who 
doiy  the  Bible  and  reject  the  Saviour. 

He  makes  one  fell  swoop  of  the  Bible— tears  up  the  anchor  of 
oorliopes,  and  leaves  us  without  a  guide  upon  the  ocean  of  specuU- 
tton. 

He  was  unwilling  to  bring  his  doctrines  to  the  test  of  those  held 
W  the  ancient  society  of  Friends,  any  more  than  to  that  of  the  Bible. 
He  wys  that  the  authority  of  thia  worthy  community  trammeled 
hie  consBience,  and  he  woiitd  not  submit  to  it.  "  My  conscieoce 
hat  emola  me  when  considering  the  society's  belief  ot  the  Scrip- 
tone,"  ftc — Letter  to  Phebe  mills,  Jericho,  5th  month,  19th,  1818. 
Et.  vol.  8,^419,  423. 

TImA  ihe  BiMe  is  a  worn  out  thing,  and  that  none  but  dttpa 
wotrid  submit  to  its  authority,  he  openly  declares.   - 

Hia  (pinion  of  Christ,  as  the  son  of  Joseph  and  Mary,  is  the 
heresy  which  was  cotemporary  with  Christ  himself.  **  Is  not  this  the 
nn  of  Joseph  whose  father  and  mother  we  know?"  Here  is  the 
very  essence  of  the  most  fatal  infidelity,  so  congenial  to  the  natonl 
pride  of  the  human  heart 

In  his  view,  the  first  tranagressioD  of  mankind,  p.  829,  was  merely 
as  unfortunate  failure,  for  which,  however,  they  made  ample  satiS" 
faction ;  that  this  was  fully  accomplished,  he  inferred  from  the  state- 
ment, that  Ihey  had  been  clothed  in  skins,  under  the  direction  of  their 
offended  Creator:  Thus  was  that  offence,  which 

"  Broaghl  death  into  the  world,  and  all  oui  woe," 

exhibited  in  the  character  of  a  venial  error,  for  which  the  sacrifice 
and  mediation  of  the  Saviour  were  not  necessary  to  atone.  Thus 
was  the  necessity  of  that  greats  intervention  of  divine  goodness  de- 
Died,  and  all  the  benefits  flowing  from  it  scornfully  contemned.  He 
eoDtinued  to  spread  these  heretical  sentiments  from  the  year  1818  to 
18S7t  in  various  meetings,  at  Flushing,  Westbury  and  New  York. 

In  Gv.  vol.  i.  p.  £01.  "  Q.  When  and  where  were  thoae  sentiments 
delivered  by  Elias  Hicks,  which  you  have  given  in  evidence  as  un- 
sound? 

"A.  Principally  in  the  meetingsof  Flushing,  Westbury,  and  New 
Y<arfc,'  at  different  periods ;  1  think,  from  181H  to  1837. 

<*Q.  Cannot  the  witness  give  the  preciae  date  and  place  ? 

"  A.  I  can  do  it  .       ' 

"  Q.  Pteeae  to  let  us  have  it. 

"A  At  'Nne  Psrtners  Meeting,'  for  wonku^tBa^tnooSbt  ^S*!^! 
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only,  I  was  present,  and  perhaps  six  or  eight  other  Friends,  bemdes 
the  family  we  were  then  in.  He  then  opened  his  views  to  us  in  a 
very  solemn  manner,  respecting  the  distressing  state^of  society,  and 
wished  Friends  that  were  present  to  consider  the  subject.  He  stated 
that  he  did  not  wish  his^  views  at  all  to  be  kept  secret.  Friends  that 
were  then  together,  expressed  much  tender  feeling  and  sympathy, 
being  fully  sensible  of  the  tried  and  distressed  state  the  society  wu 
then  in.  But  there  was  still  a  looking  towards  the  approaching 
yearly  meeting,  with  a  hope  that  there  would  be  some  rcMlress;  and 
that  when  Friends  from  .the  country  collected  in  a  yeariy  meeting 
capacity,  they  might  be  able  to  put  some  check  upon  the  disorders 
that  were  prevailing,  which  h^d  been  principally  occasioned  by  the 
dominant  party  that  were  principally  confined  to  Philadelphia,  and 
had  assumed  the  right  to  govern  the  proceedings  of  the  society.  I 
think  John  Comly  expressed,  if  I  remember  right,  that  he  had 
attended  the  quarterly  meeting  in  Philadelphia  about  that  time,  or 
previous  to  that  time,  and  perhaps  some  other  meetings;  and  be 
thought  it  was  a  vain  hope.^^ 

There  was  a  conversation  to  the  same  effect  between  John  Contly 
and  Samuel  Bettle,  as  deposed  to  by  the  same  witness.  E2yid.  vol  ii. 
.p.  139: 

^  John  Comly,  I  recollect,  was  behind  that  company  in  gathering, 
that  evening.  After  he  came  in,  he  informed  the  meeting,  that  be 
had  been  in  close  conversation  with  his  friend  Samuel  Bettle,  on  tbe 
subject  of  the  di£Bculties  that  then  agitated  the  society;  and  that  Sa- 
muel had  acknowledged  to  him  that  he  could  not  see  any  thing  better 
than  that  there  should  be  »  separation,  or  words  to  that  effect,  and 
aaid  a  good  deal  more  on  tbe  subject  of  their  conversation,  which  I 
cannot  now  recollect.^' 

The  secession  was  voluntary  on  account  of  dissensions  upon  points 
of  essential  doctrines.  There  had  been  no  inquisitorial  control  over 
their  private  opinions;  they  would  not  even  express  them;  but  they 
voluntarily  united  themselves  with  Elias  Hicks,  whose  unsound  do^ 
brines,  openly  and  industriously  disseminated,  had  occasioned  his  di9- 
ownment.  They  lie  down  upon  a  bed  of  their  own  making,  and 
have  no  ground  of  compls^nt  They  have  divorced  themselva 
from  the  union  of  their  early  a£Ssction,  and  joined  themselves  to  him, 
und  faithful  have  they  been  to  his  memory. 

It  is  now  my  duty  to  show  that  this  their  leader  held,  maintained, 
and  industriously  preached  unsound  and  heretical  doctrines,  whoUj 
irreconcilable  with  those  which  I  have  shown  to  be  the  fundamental 
and  essential  principles  of  our  society.  In  pursuing  this  task  I  will 
readily  subscribe  to  jlhe  strict  letter  of  the  precept,  ^<  De  tnortuu 
nil  nisi  bonumy'  and  nothing  but  truth,  distinctly  proven  in  tbe 
cause,  shall  disturb  his  asheis.  But  it  is  not  with  Elias  Hicks  that 
we  principally  h/ive  to  do,  however  aggravated  may  have  been  his 
errors.  It  is  with  his  ay sVem — ^^vXii  Vv\a  wtdv^^^Y  and  desolating  de- 
luBioaB  which  he  spread,  \)t<{ad-<aM^  w«t  \k^  mwX^^  %xv\^vWVfl«^ 
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vuitfully  spruDg  up  and  survived  him.  So  far  as  his  errors  afieeted 
lim  persoqally,  they  may  be  accounted  for  upon  the  well  known  and 
MMnmon  frailty  of  the  human  mind — the  vain  ambition  for  personal 
listioction  and  fame,  and  we  might  throw  the  mantle  of  our  charity  over 
hem.  He  was  a  man  of  a  strong  mind  ^  but  I  need  not  advert  to 
he  numerous  examples  in  human  history  of  men  with  minds  yet 
(tronger  who  have  been  borne  onward  upon  the  wings  of  this  ambi- 
ion  in  a  yet  more  disastrous  career.  He  Was  captivated  with  the 
Mride  of  originating  a  new  system  and  with  being  the  founder  and 
lead  of  a  new  sect.  That  this  latter  feeling,  in  particular,  prevailed 
^ith  him,  is  evident  from  the  testimony  of  S.  Parsons,  Evid.  vol.  1, 

14  199,  where  it  is  said,  <<f/lias  Hicks  himself  remarked  that  such 
i  person  was  a  good  <  Hicksite ;'  "  aftd  at  the  time  of  the  separa- 
ion  one  of  their  most  influential  members  said,  in  a  quarterly  ineet- 
ng,  that  the  term  <<  Hicksite'^  would  become  as  honourable  a  terih 

15  that  of  "  Quaker"  now  is.  He  would  strike  out  a  new  path — he 
vould  raise  a  structure  by  which  he  might  get  to  himself  a  name  ; 
ind  when  he  was  admonished,  <<  Friend  Elias,  your  system  is  op- 
yoeed  to  the  foundations  of  our  society,  and  will  cause  a  greater 
tchism  than  has  ever  before  occurred  among  us  ;^'  he  admitt^  that 
t  would  produce  a  schism,  but,  said  he,  <<  it  will  be  of  short  dura- 
ion,  for  my  doctrines  must  and  will  prevaiL" 

One  of  the  early  disclosures  of  his  principles  was  at  a  monthly 
neeting  in  Pine  street,  Philadelphia,  after  his  return^rom  the  yearly 
neeting  in  Ohio,  in  1819,  when  he  advised  the  young  people  not  to 
■est  in  the  traditions  of  their  fathers,  but  to  press  forward  in  the 
work  of  reformation.  See  Evidence,  vol.  2,  p.  39,  40.  On  another 
Hseasion  he  said  that  as  it  was  lawful  and  right  for  George  Fox,  in 
lis  day,  to  differ  in  opinion  from  the  prevailing  doctrines  of  his  age, 

0  it  was  right  for  him  to  make  further  advances;  and  added  that  his 
loctrines  were  already  a  hundred  years  in  advance  of  those  which 
^erally  prevaiied.^^  Evidence^  vol.  1,  p.  214.  Thus  in  the  evi- 
lence  of  .Toseph  Whitall  it  is  said  : 

<<  During  that  opportunity,  he  also  declared,  that  'as  it  was  lawful 
md  right  for  George  Fox,  in  his  day,  to  difier  in  sentiment  from 
he  prevailing  doctrines  of  the  age,  and  to  make  advances  in  the 
^formation,  so  it  was  right  for  him,  meaning  himself,  E^  H.,  to 
nake  further  advances;^  " 

Again : 

«  After  the  yearly  meeting  closed,  still  feeling  my  mind  very  un- 
saay  on  his  account,  I  went  again  to  his  lodgings,  and  proposed  to 
lim,  to  have  a  few  judicious  Friends  invited  to  come  together  to 
iiscuss  those  important  subjects,  that  we  had  conversed  about ;  for 

1  was  one  in  which  the  happiness  and  welfare  of  society,  not  only 
here,  but  every  where,  was  involved.     He  said,  *  it  was  in  vain  to 
"easoD  With  him  on  the  Subject,  for  his  mind  was  so  made  up,  that 
ie  was  determined  to  persevere,  let  the  conseoueti^^  \)^  viV^  ^^qk^ 
oight ' '' 


Page  215:  <^I  informed  him  that  I  did  ftiHy  beliere  hiavieivi 
throughout^  on  the  points  we  had  diacuaaed)  were  at  variaiioe  with 
the  Scriptures  of  truth,  «nd  the  doctnnea  of  ancient  Frienda^  and 
4iiat  we  as  a  religious  hody  had  published  to  the  world,  that  we  were 
willing  that  our  doctrinea  and  practices  should  foe  teated  by  tlie 
Scriptures  of  truth.  He  said,  *  he  was  not  willing  that  his  doetriav 
«  should  be  tried  by  the  Scriptures,  or  the  writings  of  ancient  Friendt; 
and  that  he  believed  George  Fox,  WiUiam  Penn^  and  Robert  Bv- 
eiay,  thought  as  he  did,  but  they  were  afraid  to  come  out'  '^ 

And  what  were  the  doctrines  which  he  considered  a  century  in 
advance  of  those  of  other  men  ?  'As  the  «oort  have  heard  the  evi* 
dence  in  exfensOy  I  propose  to  detain  them  with  a  few  referencea,  on 
this  branch  of  the  case,  a  part  for  the  whole — and  first,  as  to  Elitt 
Hick^s  sentiments  with  respect  to  the  sin  of  our  first  parents,  usually 
designated  amongst  other  religious  detx>mination8  as  origiattl  sia. 
I«  his  letter  to  Dr.  Shoemaker,  Ev.  vol.  2,  p.  422,  speaking  ol  Um 
auccessors  of  Christ  he  says,  *'  They  invtented  and  promulgatad  ia- 
consistent  and  unsound  doctrines,  such  as  original  sin,  citifying  tfait 
aU  Adam's  ofTspring  was  condemned  to  etenial  punishment  for  om 
nU3stq9  of  our  first  parents ;  for  they  don't  appear  to  have  btsn 
guilty  of  but  one  failurtj  and  that  it  appears  they  nu»de  satitfae- 
turn  for,  at  the  time  of  their  first  arraignment" 

For  his  estimate  of  the  sacred  Scriptures : 
'  Vol.  1,  p.  156  :  <<It  is  absord  to  look  to  writings  1800  yiarsold 
£Dr  instruction. 

Page  157 :  <<  He  seldom  read  the  Scriptures." 
.  Page  159  :  **  The  New  Testament  waa  written  by  poor  weak  men 
Hke  ourselves,  who  wrote  from  memory ^  and  that  was  the  reason 
there  were  so  many  cootradiotions  in  them«*' 

Page  160 :  <<He  placed  roason  first,  and  revelation  after  it." 

*<  He  said  the  Scriptures  were  inconsistent  with  themselves." 

^'That  the  pope  had  modelled  the  Bible  to  his  mind,  and  that  no 
reliance  was  to  be  placed  on  it" — ^P.  161, 173, 174. 

Vol.  2,  419 :  «<  TYiat  the  society's  belief  of  the  Scriptures  troo- 
Ued  him." 

«That  he  was  not  willing  to  be  tried  by  ancient  Friends.  That 
they  thought  as  he  did  but  were  afraid  to  come  out" 

He  seems  to  have  understood  the  writings  of  ancient  Friends  very 
differently  from  his  followers,  in  this  cause. 

As  to  our  Saviour;  in  his  letters  to  Dr.  Shoemaker  «nd  Hiomas 
Willis,  he  writes :  ^<  I  do  not  consider  that  the  crucifixion  of  the 
outward  body  of  flesh  and  blood  of  Jesus  on  the  cross  was  an  atone- 
ment for  any  sins,  but  die  legal  ains  of  the  Jews."  Again :« I  ex- 
amined the  accounts  given  by  the  four  evangelists,  and  according  to 
my  best  judgment  on  the  occasion,  I  was  led  to  think  there  was 
eonsiderable  more  Scripture  evidence  of  his  being  the  ^on  of  Jo- 
ag^h  than  otherwise  \  an&  ^  AlViovi^  ix  Vn&  ^aI  ^  changed  my 
mind,'  as  tradition  is  a  mi^tj  \w\vivc\l,  hoV.  ^ms\<^  T^xttf^rv^^  %si. 


Again:  ^Surety,  is  itposcrible/'  speakifig.of  the  atonement,  ''that 
any  rational  being  that  has  any  right  sense  of  justice,  or  mercy,  that 
would  be  willing  to  accept  forgiveness  of  his  sins  on  such  terms!! 
Would  he  not  rather  go  forward  and  offer  himself  wholly  up,  to  sq(^ 
far  all  the  penalties  due  to  his  crimes,  rather  than  the  innocent  should 
ffi^r.''  I  forbear  to  enlarge  upon  this  painful  review.  Grosser  in- 
fidelity and  deeper  defection  from  the  spirit  ^nd  principles  of  the 
GkMpel,  will  be  searched  for  in  vain  among  the  records  of  those  who 
deny  the  Bible  and  reject  the  Saviour. 

He  makes  one  fell  swoop  of  the  Bible — tears  up  the  anchor  of 
oor  "hopes,  and  leaves  us  without  a  guide  upon  the  ocean  of  specula* 
tion. 

He  was  unwilling  to  bring  his  doctrines  to  the  test  of  those  heM 

5f  the  ancient  society  of  Friends,  any  more  than  to  that  of  the  Bible. 
e  aaya  that  the  authority  of  this  worthy  community  trammelled 
his  consoienee,  and  he  would  not  submit  to  it.  ^*  My  conscience 
kaa  smole  me  when  considering  the  society's  belief  oif  the  Scrip- 
tans/*  &€. — Letter  to  Phebe  Willis,  Jericho,  5th  month>  19th,  1818. 
Ehr.  vol.  2^419,422, 

Tkat  the  BiUe  is  a  worn  out  thing,  and  that  none  but  dupes 
would  submit  to  its  authority,  he  openly  declares.  - 

His  opinion  of  Christ,  as  the  son  of  Joseph  and  Mary,  is  the 
heresy  which  was  cotemporary  with  Christ  himself.  **  Is  not  this  the 
sen  of  Joseph  whose  father  and  mother  we  know?''  Here  is  the 
very  essence  of  tlie  most  fatal  infidelity,  so  congenial  to  the  natural 
jvide  of  the  human  heart. 

In  his  view,  the  first  transgression  of  mankind,  p.  229,  was  merely 
an  unfortunate  failure,  for  which,  however,  they  made  ample  satis* 
faction  ;  that  this  was  fully  accomplished,  he  inferred  from  the  state- 
ment, that  they  had  been  clothed  in  skins,  under  the  direction  of  their 
offended  Creator :  Thus  was  that  offence,  which 

<*  Brought  death  into  the  world,  and  all  our  woe," 

exhibited  in  the  character  of  a  venial  error,  for  which  the  sacrifice 
and  niediation  of  the  Saviour  were  not  necessary  to  atone.  Thus 
was  the  necessity  of  that  greatf  intervention  of  divine  goodness  de- 
nied, and  all  the  benefits  flowing  from  it  scornfully  contemned.  He 
continued  to  spread  these  heretical  sentiments  from  the  year  1818  to 
1827,  in  various  meetings,  at  Flushing,  Westbury  and  New  York. 

In  EiV.  vol.  i.  p.  201.  <<  Q.  When  and  where  were  those  sentiments 
delivered  by  Elias  Hicks,  which  you  have  given  in  evidence  as  un- 
sound? 

^  A.  Principally  in  the  meetings  of  Flushing,  Westbury,  and  New 
%rk,'  at  different  periods ;  I  think,  from  1818  to  1827. 

^Q.  Cannot  the  witness  give  the  precise  date  and  place  ? 

<<  A.  I  can  do  it  «        ' 

'<  Q.  Please  to  let  us  have  it 

^^A.  At  ^ Nine  Partners  Meeting,'  for  woTsVv\p,\«u^Tnsyo&i^  ^5^1 
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1818  ;  the  fourth  months  27thy  1820,  At  Westbury  quarterly  meet- 
ing ;  the  seveDth  month,  28th9  1820,  at  Westbury  meeting  for  w<n^ 
ship  ;  the  seventh  month,  1821,  at  Westbury  quarterly  meeliog;  the 
ninth  month,  28th,  1823,  at  Flushing  meeting;  the  tenth  meoth, 
22d,  1823  ;  the  seventh  month,  24th,  1823,  at  Westbury  meeting; 
the  second  month,  18th,  1826,  at  Flushing  meeting;  the  first  moo^ 
19th,  1827,  at  Jericho  meeting ;  the  ninth  month,  6th,  1827,  «t 
Flushing.  They  were  all  meetings  for  worship;  and  also,  on  the 
first  month,  25th,  1826,  at  Westbury.  The  sentiments  which,  in  my 
examination,  I  have  attributed  to  Elias  Hicks,  were  expressed  by 
him,  in  my  hearing,  at  some  of  the  times  and  places  above  mentioned, 
in  difierent  discourses ;  some  at  one  time  and  place,  and  some  at  an* 
other." 

In  page  423,  Abraham  Lower  says,  <<  I  tell  you  bow.  the  thing 
used  to  stand :  when  Elias  Hicks  would  come  to  Philadelphia,  in 
his  preaching  of  the  glorious  and  everlasting  gospel  of  Jesus  Christ, 
his  illustrations  and  reasonings  were  addressed  to  the  understandings 
of  the  hearers,  as  reasonable  beings^  confined  to  things  that  they 
could  understand,  brought  home  to  the  hearers ;  and  the  oUig^tien 
of  obedience  to  the  discoveries  made  to  them  of  their  duties,  had 
such  an  efiect,  as  far  as  my  knowledge  extended,  of  producing  al- 
most, if  not,  as  far  as  I  know,  general  approbation-;  and  when  he 
passed  away,  this  kind  of  observation  would  be  common  :  you'd  hear 
it  uttered  and  reiterated  in  the  course  of  social  intercourse^^ — ^*  He  if 
an  extraordinary  man" — " He  is  a  hundred  years  ahead qf  us" 
and  then  the  thing  would  end  in  this  admiration,  and  univeraal  ap- 
probation ;  until  a  letter  was  written  by  Thomas  Eddy,  of  New 
York,  of  a  very  defamatory  nature,  denouncing  Elias  Hicks  as  un- 
sound." 

The  opposition  which  consequently  arose,  was  not  to  him  as  a  man, 
but  to  his'communication  and  services^ 

In  Ev.  vol.  ii.  p.  42,  Halliday  Jackson  says,  ^  I  tliink  Elias  paid  an- 
other visit  to  these  parts,  about  the  fall  of  the  year  1824,  if  I  remember 
right,  about  the  close  of  the  year;  and  again,  perhaps,  in  1826.  I 
think  it  was  at  that  time,  in  1826,  that  he  attended  most,  or  all  of 
the  public  meetings  in  Philadelphia,  when  thei*e  was  public  opposi- 
tion made  to  him.  In  the  meetings  where  I  was  present.  Pine  street 
was  the  first,  I  think.  At  the  close  of  bis  testimony,  which  was  a 
very  solemn  and  impressive  one,  I  think,  (and  which  was  fully 
evinced  by  the  solemnity  of  feeling  that  was  generally  prevalent  over 
the  meeting,)  Jonathan  Evans  got  up,  and  had  considerable  to  say, 
evidently  in  opposition  to  Elias  Hicks.  He  was  followed  by  Isaac 
Lloyd,  another  elder  of  that  meeting,  who  made  some  few  expres- 
sions amounting  to  the  same  thing.  This  created  a  great  excitement 
and  sensation  in  the  meeting,  and  a  very  general  disapprobation  o( 
their  conduct  was  evidently  manifested.  In  the  afternoon  of  tbe 
same  day,  he  attended  weftleru  dxsVmV.  xn^^vivi^^  where  there  was  an 
uouisually  large  assembVagi^  ol  ipeo\i\^  c<i>^ftR.Vft^\  >^^\tfsvafe'«^i^Vsd> 
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ind  the  yard  around  it  was  nearly  filled,  I  think,  and  many  hundreds 
irent  away  for  want  of  room,  as  it  was  thought  by  many,  and  I  saw 
large^ companies  going  away. 

<<  Elias  was  largely  engaged  in  the  exercise  of  his  gift  in  that  meet- 
ing, and  although  the  house  was  so  exceedingly  crowded  that  many 
were  standing  wherever  they  could  get  room  to  stand,  yet  the  meet- 
ing was  solemn  and  quiet,  whilst  Elias  was  thus  engaged.  As  soon 
as  he  sat  down,  Thomas  Wistar,  one  of  the  elders  of  that  meeting, 
arose  and  expressed  the  same  kind  of  opposition,  or  at  least,  of  the 
same  nature  that  had  been  manifested  by  Jonathan  Evans  and  Isaac 
Uoyd,  in  the  forenoon  meeting.  It  produced  a  great  excitement  in 
the  meeting,  and  a  general  indignation  was  manifested,  more  espe- 
cially by  the  youth,  I  think,  in  the  galleries,  and  principally,  I  think, 
by  them  :  some  of  whom  cried  out  to  Thomas  Wistar  to  <sit  down.' 
I  think  Elias  spoke  mildly  to  the  people,  and  endeavoured  to  quiet 
tiiem,  and  requested  them  to  <  hear  what  the  Friend  had  to  say.' 
Thie  meeting,  at  length,  got  quiet.  Willet  Hicks,  from  New  York, 
was  there,  and  had  a  short  testimony  that  seemed  to  be  impressive 
<Hi  the  meeting.  The  meeting  then  closed  pretty  much  in  the  quiet;  . 
aa  much  so  as  could  be  expected  after  such  a  degree  of  excitement 
Eliaa,  the  next  day,  I  think,  had  a  meeting  in  the  country,  at  Merion, 
if  I  remember  right.  He  returned  to  the  city,  and  I  think,  was  at 
the  north  meeting  the  day  following;  when  opposition  was  again 
made  to  him,  by  a  woman-elder  of  that  meeting,  I  think ;  and  what 
mieht  be  called  an  opposition  sermon^  I  think,  if  sermon  it  could  be 
edledy  was  then  and  there  preached  by  Othniel  Alsop.  There  was 
a  very  general  disapprobation  manifested  in  that  meeting  by  a  con- 
riderable  portion  of  the  members,  more  particularly  among  the 
younger  class,  by  their  making  some  unseemly  noises  with  their  feet, 

Birtiaps,  in  order  to  prevent  the  opposition  that  was  making  to  Ellas 
icks.'' 

The  youths'  galleries  were  especial  objects  of  his  attention,  and 
he  artfully  fomented  excitements  and  disorder  among  them. 

The  artful  concealment  of  their  sentiments  by  Elias  Hicks  and  his 
partisans,  and  their  refusal  to  meet  the  Friends  to  explain  them,  is 
thus  evident  "^ 

In  Ev.  vol.  i,  p.  248,  Joseph  Whitall  says,  "  If  it  had  been  no- 
thing more  than  common  report,  as  he  had  come  to  the  city  to  per- 
form a  family  visit,  and  to  visit  the  public  meetings  in  the  city,  it 
was  the  indispensable  duty  of  the  elders  to  give  him  information  of 
reports  which  had  circulated  for  years,  and  confirmed  of  late  time, 
and  it  was  his  absolute  duty  to  explain,  and  give  them  satisfaction. 
ThiSy  he  absolutely  did  refuse  from  first  to  last,  in  the  regular  order 
of  society^  If  I  have  rightly  understood  it,  when  the  elders  proposed 
to  him  to  meet  some  of  the  individuals,  he  did  refuse.  The  next  step, 
I  speak  from  recollection,  near  about  the  >ime,  as  then  stated  Vv^ 
Friends,  that  they  took  a  second  interview.  1  am  vioV  ^^TVivcvW.'^^a 
Ae  same  Frieada,  but  a  second  interview  waft  \vad  yj\\Jcv\v\m>  ^w^X^fc 
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•till  reAised. '  The  elders  of  the  city  then  generally  met,  eod  il  wv 
their  judgment  that  he  ought  to  give  them  an  opport»6ity  for  exph- 
nation  and  satisfaction  in  the  case;  he  still  continued  obstinate^ and 
would  Jiot  submit,  until  after  he  was  advised  by  some  of  bis  pardeth 
lar  Friends,  who  held  up  to  him;  <  thou  art  here  in  the  eity  visitiiiff 
the  families  of  Friends,  and  also  the  public  meetings  in  tbe  eity,  mm 
as  thou  hast  not  given  in  thy  certificate  to  any  monthly  meeting  of 
business,  thou  art  bound  to  give  the  elders  the  opportunity  tbmr  ^ 
quest'  Previous  to  his  entering  upon  the  family  visit,  the  wen 
and  overseers  of  Green  street  meeting,  and  possiUy  a  few  othei%  I 
am  not  clear  in  that  point,  convened,  in  onlor  to  be  conaolted,ifr 
specting  his  engaging  in  the  family  vbit  One  of  the  eldenof  thtf 
meeting,  I  think,  stated  that  it  had  been  the  universal  praotice  in  the 
city  to  lay  such  concerns  before  the  monthly  meeting,  and  desirai 
him  to  wait  till  that  arrived  :  two  of  the  men*eldera,  out  of  t^m^ 
were  united  that  it  would  be  proper  so  to  do — some  of  the  rest  thit 
were  present,  urged  him  to  proceed,  which  he  did.  Shortly  afi«v 
his  friends  urged  him  to  meet  the  elders,  as  mentioned  before,  and 
he  consented  to,  and  proposed  that  they  should  meet  him  at  Oroea 
street  meeting  house.  When  the  elders  assembled  there,  tbey  ei- 
pected  to  meet  him  and  his  companion  ;  but  a  considerable  number 
of  others  were  present  from  Wilmington,  By  berry,  and  Darby  j  and 
from  the  particular  meeting  of  Green  street,  divers  who  were  not  ia 
the  station  of  either  ministers  or  eldersi  Elliaa  Hicka  was  iofomed 
of  the  views  of  the  elders  on  that  occasion,  that  they  came  with  aa 
expectation  of  meeting  with  no  others  than  himself  and  his  conpa- 
nion,  as  that  was  the  universal  usage  of  Friends  on  sudi  an  ocoaakHi, 
and  most  likely  to  be  beneficial.  He  did  not  consent  to  the  pra- 
posed  opportunity ;  as  he  seemed  determined  to  persist  in  that  eonchi- 
sion,  the  elders  generally  left  the  house.  A  letter  was  then  addreaeed 
to  him  by  the  elders,  giving  him  to  understand  the  painful  exereisB 
that  his  conduct  had  brought  upon  them.  He  answered  that  letter, 
and  they  returned  him  a  second,  I  rather  think,  signed  by  nine  or 
ten  of  UiB  elders  in  the  city,  expressive  of  their  united  dissatisfiietioB, 
and  that  it  was  a  subject  that  ought  to  claim  the  attention  of  his  friendf 
at  home.  Such  instances  of  the  infringement  of  discipline,  boUi  with 
regard  to  the  family  visit,  and  rejecting  tbe  advice  of  the  elder%  are 
not  to  be  found  in  the  history  of  our  society,  as  I  apprehend.'' 

Abraham  Lower,  in  his  account  of  what  he  calls  Uie  irregular  pro- 
ceedings against  Elias  Hicks,  fully  proves  this.    Ev.  voL  i.  359. 

*^  Q^  What  was  the  next  irregular  proceeding,  and  by  whom,  that 
took  place  within  your  knowledge  ? 

<<  A.  The  elders  of  the  city  of  Philadelphia,  mostly  met  together, 
contrary  to  the  discipline  and  order  of  society^— by  order  of  soci- 
ety, I  mean  custom,  sanctioned  by  usage.  A  deputation  from  them 
waited  on  Elias  Hicks,  and  solicited  or  proposed  an  interview  with 
Aim,  which  he  refused,  aa  bevu^out  of  the  order  of  society  ^  as  tiiB  i 
interview  was  respectinj^  wYiaCue YiaA aacA %\.>^^^(i^^iK!^\od<fi&k«ii^        J 
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^  day  aAer  the  soatheni  quarteriy  meetiDS.  He  thought  it  was  a 
itter  that  he  was  not  accountable  to  them  lor — Friends  there  were 
isfied  with  him.  They  made  another  application — he  still  declined 
but  at  last,  at  the  importunity  of  some.of  his  friends,  he  consented 
meet  them  at  Green  street  meeting  house.  I  think  it  was  on  fifth- 
y  afternoon.  At  the  time  appointed,  Elias  and  his  friends  were 
ere ;  some  few  of  his  friends,  I  would  be  understood— ■-the  elders 
ended,  and  aflter  a  time  one  of  them  suggested  that  the  opportunity 
IS  desired  with  Elias  Hicks  ;  a  private  opportunity — it  was  ;^ite- 
ted,  that  unless  they  had  a  private  opportunity,  h  was  no  opportu- 
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lis  was  not  to  a  civil  court,  be  it  remembered,  but  to  his  own 
slesiastical  tribunals  ;  to  his  friends,  the  elders  of  his  own  society. 
!ie  counsel  for  our  opponents  has  read  the  answers  of  Elias  Hicks, 
the  six  questions  upon  points  of  doctrine,  which  were  artfully 
opounded  to  him  after  his  disownment  and  separation,  as  affording 
atisfactory  refutation  of  the  charges  made  against  him,  for  believing 
d  preaching  heretical  and  unsound  doctrines ;  but  upon  examina- 
Mif  we  shall  find  them,  however  skilfully  prepared  by  his  coadju- 
rsy  fully  confirming  the  account  which  we  have  given  of  his  here- 
ak     Ev.  vol.  ii.  pp.  432,  433,  434. 

g'irst  query  and  answer,  second  query  and  answer,  were  read.]       i 
ere  it  will  be  perceived  that  he  says,  he  believes  in  the  miracu- 
iis  conception  of  Christ,  <'so  far  as  it  is  possible  for  the  history  to 
ve  belief;^' 

[Second  query  and  answer  read.] 

This  answer  is  as  equally  guarded  as  the  former  one,  and  ]»  its 
iQsin  german: — "He  was  fully  swallowed  up  into  the  divine  na- 
ire,  and  complete  divinity  of  the  Father."  This  is  of  the  essence* 
'  unitarianism.  If  he  is  swallowed  up  in  the  divinity  of  the  Fa^ 
ler,  where  is  his  divinity—it  must  surely  be  absorbed  and  gone  ?— ^ 
Be  Barclay's  Apology,  page  139,  or  as  in  another  edition,  pages 
52-3,  where  this  notion  is  in  terms  condemned  by  the  society  as 
eterodoxical : 

"But  by  this,  as  we  do  not  at  all  intend  to  equal  ourselves  to  that 
oly  man  the  Lord  Jesus  Christ,  who  was  born  of  the  virgin  Mary, 
I  whom  all  the  fulness  of  the  Godhead  dwelt  bodily^  so  neither  do 
re  destroy  the  reality  of  his  present  existence,  as  some  have  falsely 
alumniated  us.     For  though  we  affirm  that  Christ  dwells  in  us^-  yet 
ot  immediately,  but  mediately,  as  he  is  in  that  seed,  which  is  in  us; 
rbereas  he,  to  wit,  the  eternal  Word  which  was  with  God,  and  was 
vod,  dwelt  immediately  in  that  holy  man.     He  then  is  as  the  head, 
nd  we  as  the  members  ;  he  the  vine^  and  we  the  branches.     Now 
s  the  soul  of  man  dwells  otherwise  and  in  a  far  more  immediate 
nanner  in  the  head  and  in  the  heart,  than  inf  the  hands  or  legs;  and 
IS  the  sap,  virtue,  and  life  of  the  vine  lodgeth  far  oVVvetv^'v^^  \ti  >^^ 
Hock  and  root  than  in  the  bnmches,  so  God  dwe\\^\V\  o>^«tv^*v^  va 
he  man  Jesus  than  in  us.     We   also  free\y  TejeeV.  <cv&  >ftwc«K^  ^^ 
poUiDarius,  who  denied  him  to  have  any  sou\,  bu\.  aa\di  >^c«i  \«^^^ 


588 

was  only  actuated  by  the  Godhead.  As  also  the  error  of  Eutycho^ 
who  made  the  manhood  to  be  wholly  swallowed  up  of  the  Godhead. 
Wherefore,  as  we  believe  he  was  a  true  and  real  man,  so  we  also 
believe  that  he  continues  so  to  be  glorified  in  the  heavens  in  soul 
and  body,  by  whom  God  shall  judge  the  world,  in  the  great  and 
general  day  of  judgment" 

[Third  query  and  answer,  page  433.] 

**  I  have  highly  esteemed  them  from  my  youth  up,*'  just  as  we 
might  say  of  Hume's  history,  or  that  of  Tacitus,  or  Xenophon;  bat 
surely  it  may  have  been  expected  from  a  sincere  believer  io  these 
sacred  oracles,  that  he  would  have  dropt  a  passing  word  of  testimony, 
to  their  value,  as  the  source  of  his  eternal  hopes,  and  a.s  the  sure 
foundation  of  his  faith.  Instead  of  which  he  declares  <<  their  ulti- 
matum— the  top  stone  of  what  they  can  do,  is  to  point  to  the  in- 
ward light,  the  spirit  of  truth  within,'^  and  adds,  that  <<  no  external 
testimony  of  men  or  books  can  do  more  ;'^  thus  placing  the  Scrip* 
tures  upon  the  parallel  which  his  first  expression  implies. 

The  question  itself  is  not  orthodox.  It  only  reaches  to  the  ^'mi- 
thenticity''''  of  the  Scriptures,  and  not  to  their  divine  authority^  as 
it  should.  But  he  does  not  even  come  up  to  their  staodard.  He 
evades  their  inquiry. 

[Fifth  query  and  answer,  page  433.] 

Let  us  contrast  with  this  answer  his  famous  letter  to  Dr.  Shoe- 
maker, Evidence,  vol.  ii.  pages  422,  3  &  4. 

[Sixth  query  and  answer,  page  4^3.] 
*  "  Query,  What  relation  has  the  body  of  Jesus  to  the  Saviour  of 
man  ?  Dost  thou  believe  that  the  crucifixion  of  the  outward  body 
of  Jesus  Christ,  was  an  atonement  for  our  sins  ? 
•  ^^Jinsioer,  In  reply  to  the  first  part  of  this  query,  I  answer,  I  be- 
lieve, in  unison  with  our  ancient  Friends,  that  it  was  the  outward 
garment,  in  which  he  performed  all  his  mighty  works,  or  as  Paul 
hath  expressed  it,  'know  ye  not  that  your  body  is  the  temple  of  the 
Holy  Ghost,  which  is  in  you ;'  therefore,  he  charged  them  not  to 
defile  those  temples.  What  is  attributed  to  that  body,  I  acknow- 
ledge and  give  to  that  body,  in  its  place,  according  as  the  Scripture 
attributcth  it,  which  is  through  and  because  of  that  which  dwelt  and 
acted  in  it.  But  that  which  sanctified  and  kept  the  body  pure,  and 
made  all  acceptable  in  him,  was  the  life,  holiness,  and  righteousness 
of  the  spirit.  And  the  same  thing  that  kept  his  vessel  pure,  it  is 
the  same  thing  that  cleanseth  us. 

''In  reply  to  the  second  part  of  this  quexy,  I  would  remark,  that 
I  see  no  need  of  directing  men  to  the  type  for  the  antitype,  neither 
to  the  outward  temple,  nor  yet  to  Jerusalem,  neither  to  Jesus  Christ 
or  his  blood,  outwardly  ;  knowing  that  neither  the  righteousness  of 
faith,  nor  the  word  of  it,  doth  so  direct.  The  new  and  second  cove- 
nant is  dedicated  with  the  bloody  the  l\fe  of  Christ  Jesus,  whieh  is 
the  alone  atonement  uulo  Ood,  \^>^  Y<VL\0^^\Vv\%i^Qle  are  wadied,  i 
0anctiiied,  cleansed,  and  redeemed  Vo  ^od?^  I 

I  wish  the  court  to  \a\L^  vVdik  \a«^.  waw w  uiXft  Yw^:^^^ 
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tion.  It  w'M  show  that  the  passage  beginning  with,  <<  what  is  attri- 
buted," &c.,  to  the  end  of  the  paragraph,  is  a  mutilated  quotation 
from  Isaac  Penington,  having  no  unsound  meaning  as  it  stands  in 
his  works  ;  but  introduced  here  to  give  a  colour  to  the  opinions  of 
Elias  Hicks.  The  whole  passage  is  in  the  2d  volume  page  7,  of  his 
works,  and  reads  thus  : 

^Now,  a  little  further  to  remove  ^e  scruples  and  prejudices  out 
of  the  minds  6f  such  as  sometimes  have  been  touched  with  the 
power  of  truth,  and  have  had  the  witness  of  God  reached  to  in  their 
hearts ;  but  afterwards  the  enemy  hath  raised  mists,  and  cast  blocks 
in  their  way,  stirring  up  in  them  hard  thoughts  against  us,  as  if  we 
denied  what  the  Scriptures  affirm  in  this  thing,  and  indeed,  (in 
effect,)  that  Christ  which  died  at  Jerusalem,  and  set  up  a  natural . 
principle  within,  instead  thereof: 

^^To  remove  this  out  of  the  minds  of  the  honest  hearted  (who  in 
the  guidance  of  God  might  light  on  this  paper,)  I  shall  open  my 
heart  nakedly  herein. 

*<  1.  We  do  own  that  the  word  of  God  (the  only  begotten  of  the 
Father,)  did  take  yp  a  body  of  the  flesh  of  the  virgin  Mary,  who 
was  of  the  seed  of  David,  according  to  the  Scriptures,  and  did  the 
will  of  the  Father  therein,  in  holy  obedience  unto  him,  both  in  life 
and  death. 

^2.  That  he  did  offer  up  the  flesh  and  blood  of  that  body  (though 
not  only  so ;  for  he  poured  out  his  soul,  he  poured  out  his  life)  a 
sacrifice  or  offering  for  sin,  (do  not,  oh  !  do  not  stumble  at  it;  but 
rather  wait  on  the  Lord  to  understand  it ;  for  we  speak  in  this  man- 
ner what  we  know)  a  sacrifice  unto  the  Father,  and  in  it  tasted  death 
for  every  man ;  and  that  it  is  upon  consideration  (and  through  God's 
acceptance  of  this  sacrifice  for  sin,)  that  the  sins  of  believers  are  par- 
doned, that  God  might  be  just,  and  the  justifier  of  him  which  be- 
lieveth  in  Jesus,  or  who  is  of  the  laith  of  Jesus. 

"3,  What  is  attributed  to  that  body,  we  acknowledge  and  give  to 
that  body  in  its  place,  according  as  the  Scripture  attributeth  it,  which 
is  through  and  because  of  that  which  dwelt  and  acted  in  it.  But 
that  which  sanctified  and  kept  the  body  pure  (and  made  all  accept- 
able in  him)  was  the  life,  holiness,  and  righteousness  of  the  Spirit 
And  the  same  thing  that  kept  his  vessel  pure,  it  is  the  same  thing 
that  cleanseth  us.  The  value  which  the  natural  flesh  and  blood  had, 
was  from  that;  in  its  coming  from  that,  in  its  acting  in  that,  in  its 
suffering  through  that :  yea,  indeed,  that  hath  the  virtue ;  that  is  it 
•which  is  of  an  unchangeable  nature,  which  abidcih  for  ever;  which 
is  pure,  and  maketh  pure  for  ever  ;  and  it  is  im|)ossitile  for  a  man  to 
touch  it,  but  he  must  feel  cleansing  by  it.  Now  this  living  virtue 
and  power  man  was  shut  out  from  by  the  fall ;  but  through  the  true 
knowledge  of  the  death  of  Christ,  the  way  is  made  open  for  it  again, 
and  man  brought  to  it  to  be  baptized,  washed,  cleoiU^d^  ^axv^MV^^^ 
fitted  for  and  RUed  with  life.  So  that  this  is  il  \\\^V.  do^  >^'fe  >^vcv%\ 
this  is  it  from  whence  Christ  had  his  own  flesVx  «lt\A  VXoo^  V5^^  ^^ 
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are  taught,  both  by  the  Spirit,  and  by  the  Scriptures^  to  distingaiih 
between  Christ's  own  flesh  and  that  of  ours,  which  he  took  up  tod 
made  his ;)  which  flesh  and  blood  we  feed  of  in  the  Spirit ;  which 
they  cannot  feed  on  which  serve  at  the  outward  tabernacle;  nor  they 
neither  which  know  only  the  outward  body;  but  they  only  that  feed 
in  the  Spirit.'' 

The  next  paragraph  of  the  ^nswer  is  taken  from  George  White- 
head's ^<  Light  and  life  of  Christ  within,"  and  by  a  Wilful  perpetua- 
tion of  a  misprint,  which  G.  W,  himself  had  corrected,  viz.,  *'neithcr 
to  Christ,"  for  **  neither  Jor  Christ,"  has  altogether  perverted  bii 
Kneaning. 

The  court  will  also  observe,  that  Elias  Hicks  evades  the  question, 
and  applies  a  text  of  Scripture,  <<know  ye  not,"  &c. ;  thus  placing  | 
the  body  of  every  faithful  christian,  as  the  temple  of  the  Holy  Ghost 
upon  the  same  level  with  that  of  the  Redeemer. 

On  page  434,  the  conclusion  of  his  letter  to  Thomas  Willis,  we 
find  him  referring  to  his  public  communications,  as  taken  down  by 
Mr.  Gould,  the  stenographer,  in  which,  he  says,  all  the  objections 
to  his  doctrines  are  answered,  and  which  are  contained  in  the  4th 
volume  of  the  Quaker,  page  283  : 

"The  first  query  necessary,  then,  to  be  considered  is,  what  is 
God  ?     To  which  the  answer  is  plain  ;  as  is  testified  through  the 
whole  scope  of  Scripture,  and  the  general  consent  of  mankind— 
<  God  is  a  spirit'     And  he  is  one  spirit  and  not  twor— a  complete 
unity  in  himself,  entirely  independent  of  all  other  causes,  being  the 
only  self-existing  great  first  cause,  to  whom  all  other  causes  owe 
their  existence,  and  from  whom  they  have  derived  their  being. 
And,  as  God  is  but  one  spirit,  so  of  necessity  there  is  but  one  sole 
good  ;  for  which  truth  we  have  the  absolute  testimony  of  his  Son, 
|br  he  saith,  Uhere  is  none  good  but  one,  and  that  is  God.'     Hence, 
of  coui*se,  there  is  but  one  self-existing  divinity,  and  that  is  God 
alone,  who  filleth  all  things,  and  by  whom  all  things  consist,  ami  io 
whom  all  things  that  have  life,  live,  and  move,  and  have  their  being, 
from  the  most  exalted  inhabitant  of  the  highest  heaven,  to  the  small- 
est insect  in  earth  or  sea.     And  each  must  possess  a  fulness  of  his 
power,  according  to  their  nature  and  being,  as  every  effect  must  rest 
iLipon  its  cause,  or  it  wpuld  fall  into  a  state  of  annihilation.    Even 
the  vegetable  tribes  depend  upon  his  power  for  being  and  life,  as 
idoes  ^wery  other  part  of  his  creation. 

^^  As  to  the  divinity  of  Jesus  Christ,  the  son  of  the  virgin— when 
he  had  arrived  to  a  full  state  of  sonship  in  the  spiritual  generation) 
he  was  wholly  swallowed  up  into  the  divinity  of  his  heavenly  Fa- 
ther, and  was  one  with  his  Father,  with  only  this  difference;  his 
Father's  divinity  was  underived,  being  self-existent,  but  the  soo^' 
divinity  was  altogether  derived  from  the  Father ;  for  otherwise  be 
could  not  be  the  son  of  God,  as  in  the  moral  relation  to  be  a  son  oi 
man,  the  sod  must  be  be^oXX^Tv  b-^  otv^  l^V^cv^x,  %iA  Vv&  m\iat  be  in  the  ^ 
«aine  njitqre,  spinlf  wd  \\Veti«a»  ^l  Vi\^  l^>^«>^  '^  va  ^iA'«^ 
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are  one  in  all  those  respects.  But  this  was  not  the  case 
s  in  .the  spiritual  relation,  until  he  had  gone  through  the 
ute  of  the  law  dispensation^  viz.  John's  watery  baptism, 
received  additional  power  from  on  high,  by  the  descend- 
Holy  Ghost  upon  him,  as  he  came  up  out  of  the  water.  He 
essed  the  fulness  of  the  second  birth,  being  now  born  into 
e|  spirit,  and  likeness  of  the  heavenly  Father,  and  Ood 
less  of  it  to  John,  saying,  <<This  is  my  beloved  son,  in 
m  well  pleased.'^  And  this  agrees  with  Paul's  testimony, 
assures  us,  that  as  many  as  are  led  by  the  spirit  of  God, 
e  the  so?is  of  God.  So  Jesus,  by  being  faithful  to  the  lead- 
s  spirit  of  God,  fulfilled  all  the  righteousness  of  the  Jewish 
was  then  prepared  to  receive  additional  power  from  on 
which  he  was  qualified  to  enter  upon  his  gospel  mission, 
luce  the  new  covenant,  prophesied  of  long  before  by  Jeremy 
et,  and  by  which  he  went  far  beyond  all  the  former  prophets, 
Bssed  in  spirit  the  siihstanne  of  all  the  shadows  of  their  law 
lant,  being  the  son  of  God  with  power,  according  to  the 
holiness  by  the  resurrection  frotn  the  dead.  And  all  who 
htly  into  the  new  covenant,  and  are  led  by  the  spirit  that 
amanded  his  disciples  to  wait  for,  become  the  sons  of  Godj 
t  heirs  with  Jesus  Christy  and  are  made  kings  and  priests, 
I,  having  overcome  the  world  as  Jesus  did,  and  are  preach- 
rhteousness  both  in  word  and  deed. 

next  query  respecting  the  miraculous  conception,  &c.,  is  to 
ry  plain  simple  thing.  All  the  external  miracles  of  the 
ovenant,  had  but  one  aim  and  end  ;  and  the  miraculous 
m  of  JesuSy  and  of  Isaac  and  John  the  Baptist,  were 
the  greatest;  all  of  which  were  intended  to  prove  to 
:  and  ignorant  people,  debased  by  their  bondage,  that  there 
ing  and  invisible  God ;  for  such  was  their  degraded  state, 
ither  means  seemed  calculated  to  awaken  them,  and  raise  in 
iclief  in  that  invisible  power,  that  made  and  governed  the 
ut  an  external  manifestation  thereof,  through  the  medium 
ird  miracles.  And  as  Moses  and  the  prophets  had  foretold 
oming  of  their  last  great  prophet,  it  was  of  singular  im- 
to  that  people,  that  they  should  know  and  believe  in  him 
i  came ;  and  as  they  depended  on  outward  miracles  as  the 
evidence  under  that  dispensation,  so  it  is  not  only  reasonable, 
1  natural  to  suppose  that  he  would  be  ushered  in  by  some 
>us  display  of  divine  power.  Hence  the  reason,  likewise, 
nany  miracles  that  Jesus  was  empowered  to  work  among 
3  they  were  too  outward  and  carnal  to  receive  evidence 
any  other  medium.  And  we  likewise  see,  that  none,  but 
10  believed  on  him  as  their  promised  Messiah,  were  prepared 
re  and  obey  his  last  counsel  and  command,  to  tWTtv^x^TCL  ^>\\.- 
d  external  evidence,  to  that  whieh  \a  \tvw«tf^  «cA  «^\fv\».A% 
'  being  ag  much  above  the  formcT,  a&  \he  %ov^  «\a\ft \%  'iows^ 
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the  law  state,  or  the  spirit  above  the  letter.  For  where  Moaes  is 
ready  or  the  law  state  with  its  outward  miracles,  there  is  a  veil  apoi 
the  heart,  and  it  leads  back  to  the  letter,  or  external  evidence,  which 
killeth ;  but  this  veil  is  taken  away  in  Christ,  or  the  gospel  itate^ 
wherein  all  have  free  access  to  the  throne  of  grace,  without  priot 
or  book. 

<<  Thou  further  queries,  why  was  he  permitted  to  suffer  death  ?  Is 
not  the  reason  obvious.  Why  was  the  Lord^s  prophets  and  faithful 
servants,  in  the  various  ages  of  the  world,  permitted  to  suffer  death? 
Was  it  not  always  the  same  things  because  there  was  no  other  al- 
ternative ;  for  they  must  either  give  up  their  lives  for  the  testimony 
of  truth,  and  a  good  conscience  towards  God,  or  they  must  denythie 
truth,  and  disobey  God,  by  conforming  to  their  opposers  and  perse- 
cutors. But  they  chose  rather  to  obey  God  than  man  ;  therefore, 
they  had  rather  suffer  death,  than  to  balk  (heir  testimony  to  the 
truth,  which  every  wise  and  honest  man  would  likewise  prefer* 
And  it  was  the  same  case  with  .lesns ;  he  had  rather  suffer  death, 
and  seal  his  testimon}'  to  the  truth  with  his  blood,  than  to  turn 
aside  from  the  truth  to  please  his  wicked  persecutors,  as  he  tdd 
Pilate  the  Roman  governor,  <  To  this  end  was  I  bom,  and  for  this 
cause  came  I  into  the  world,  that  I  should  bear  witness  unto  the 
truth.' 

<<  And  as  to  his  resun'ection  from  the  dead,  it  is  simple  and  phio, 
as  all  the  ways  of  an  infinitely  wise  and  gracious  God  are,  and 
must  be  so  to  his  rational  creature  man,  whom  he  hath  created  for 
the  purpose  of  his  own  glory,  and  therefore  his  whole  duty  must  be 
comprehended  in  plain,  simple  truth,  that  every  individual  endued 
with  common  understanding  may  know  and  comprehend.  Even 
the  wayfaring  man,  though  a  fool  to  the  wisdom  and  science  of  this 
world,  cannot  err  therein.  And  for  any  reasonable  creature  to 
judge  otherwise,  I  conceive  is  casting  a  great  indignity  on  the  diyine 
character. 

<<  When  we  consider  the  outward  law  and  covenant  made  with  the 
people  of  Israel,  with  all  its  parts  and  appendages,  from  its  first  in- 
stitution to  the  ascension  of  Christ,  we  shall  perceive  that  it  is  to  be 
regarded  as  a  mere  shadow  or  figure  of  good  things  to  come.  And 
all  those  shadows  were  manifested  externally  to  the  outward  senses 
of  man,  and  all  comprehended  in  and  by  external  objects ;  but  the 

food  things  pointed  to  by  them,  are  internal,  in  the  soul,  and  only 
nown  by  the  inward  and  spiritual  senses ;  and  this  last  shadow  of 
the  resurrection  of  the  outward  body  of  Jesusj  and  of  some  few 
others  in  the  course  of  that  dispensation,  is  the  highest  and  most 
valuable,  as  it  had  in  its  design  and  tendency,  the  awakening  of  the 
unbeliever,  the  saddiicee,  to  a  belief  of  the  sufficiency  of  an  invisible 
povver,  that  was  able  to  do  anything  and  everything,  that  is  consist- 
ent with  justice,  mercy,  and  truth,  and  that  would  conduce  to  the 
exalution  and  good  o(  V\\s  eteaXut^  uv^w.  *W^\^l^\^^vVv^  tosurrec- 
iion  of  the  dead  body  of  leaus,  vV\«X.  w>vi\^  wa  vi^^'^  '^  ^^  '^^^-^ 
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n 
reaie  in  itself  a  power  to  loose  the  bonds  of  deaths  and  whieh  mast 

Misequently  have  been  the  work  of  an  invisible  power,  points  to, 
nd  is  a  shadow  of  the  resurrection  of  the  ^ul,  that  is  dead  in  tres- 
asses  and  sins,  and  that  hath  no  capacity  to  quicken  itself,  Bbt  de- 
ends  wholly  on  the  renewed  influence  and  quickening  power  of  the 
pirit  of  God.  For  a  soul  dead  in  trespasses  and  sins,  can  no  more 
aise  a  desire  of  itself  for  a  renewed  quickening  of  the  divine  life 
1  itself,  than  a  dead  body  can  raise  a  desire  of  itself  for  a  renewal 
f  natural  life ;  but  both  equally  depend  on  the  omnipotent  pre* 
iding  power  of  the  spirit  of  God,  as  is  clearly  set  forth  by  the 
rophet  under  the  similitude  of  the  resurrection  of  dry  bones : 
Sxekiel,  xxxvii.  1. 

«  Hence,  the  resurrection  of  the  outward  fleshly  body  of  Jesus, 
nd  some  few  others,  under  the  law  dispensation,  as  manifested 
I  the  external  senses  of  man,  ^ives  full  evidence  as  a  shadow^ 
Dinting  to  the  sufficiency  of  the  divine  invisible  power  of  God,  to 
use  the  soul  from  a  state  of  spiritual  death  into  newness  of  life, 
id  into  the  enjoyment  of  the  spiritual  substance  of  all  the  previous 
!iadows  of  the  law  state.  And  by  the  arising  of  this  sun  ef  right- 
)U8ness  in  the  soul,  all  shadows  flee  away  and  come  to  an  end ;  and 
le  soul  presses  forward,  under  its  divine  influence,  into  that,  that  is 
rithin  the  veil,  where  our  forerunner,  even  Jesus,  has  entered  for 
s,  showing  us  the  way  into  the  holiest  of  holies  :  as  is  typed  forth 
y  Moses,  in  the  tabernacle  he  set  up  in  the  wilderness,  as  com- 
landed  by  the  Lord,  into  which  holy  place,  none  were  to  enter,  but 
le  Lord's  priests.  But  that  is  taken  away  in  Christ,  or  the  gospel 
taiCf  with  the  veil  that  separated  the  people  from  the  inner  court, 
rhere  the  Lord  manifested  himself  to  his  children  face  to  face  by 
lis  spirit,  which  is  the  dispensation  of  sonship,  and  fulness  of  the 
;ospel  state." 

Your  honours  will  perceive  that  the  opinions  apparent  on  the  face 
»f  this  correspondence,  agree  in  every  respect  with  rank  socinian- 
sm.  The  miraculous  conception  of  Jesus  Christ  is  to  be  received 
n  a  sense  no  higher  than  that  on  which  we  receive  the  accounts  of 
he  remarkable  births  of  Isaac  and  of  John  the  Baptist;  and  that  the 
iccount  of  each  was  merely  intended  to  give  weight  and  authority  to 
lieir  respective  missions  and  relations,  towards  a  people  who  were 
aught  to  expect  this  kind  of  evidence  in  support  of  the  pretensions 
vhich  they  made.  But  what  desolation  does  this  make  of  the 
kriptures ! 

Court  adjourned. 


TTiursday  morning. 
Mb.  Fbelinohuyssn  resumed: 

At  the  close  of  my  remarks  yesterday,!  was  TC.fett^dL\3rj  %.^StoaR» 
m  the  opposite  aide,  to  a  misapprehensiou  ot  rnuxe  \titiiiA&oTwv^\v\% 
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^testimony.  I  stated  that  it  was  not  in  opposition  to  Elias  HUcks  as  a 
man,  but  to  his  doctrines,  that  the  elders  of  Philadelphia  took  the 
course  they  did.  I  cited  the  testimony  ofHalliday  Jackson,  on  page 
43  of  tol.  2d,  in  support  of  this  position.  What  I  did  not  peroei?e 
was  between  brackets,  and  from  this  it  appears  that  the  witness  was 
referring  to  John  Mott,  a  valued  minister  in  Haliiday  Jackson'^  esti- 
mation, in  attendance  from  New  York.  The  opposition  was  not  to 
John  Mott,  but  to  his  communications  and  his  sentiments.  I  am 
oblieed  to  the  witness  for  his  correction,  both  for  truth's  sake,  and 
for  its  showing  that  Thomas  Wistar  opposed  John  Mott,  as  well  is 
Elias  Hicks,  on  account  of  doctrines. 

On  page  81,  the  court  will  perceive  ^vhy  Thomas  Wistar  opposed 
John  Mott — that  his  doctrines  were  unsound — that  he  was  infected 
with  the  spurious  dogmas  of  Elias  Hicks: 

<<  Q.  You  have  spoken  of  some  opposition  being  made  to  the  mi- 
nistry of  John  Mott,  in  Arch  street  monthly  meeting ;  was  not  the 
only  opposition  made  on  that  occasion,  the  expression  of  objection 
to  the  sentiment  inculcated  by  Mott,  that  ^<  Jesus  Christ  who  was 
crucified  at  Jerusalem,  was  not  the  Redeemer  and  Saviour  of  the 
world  ?* 

"  A.  I  don't  recollect  ever  hearing  of  that  sentiment  in  that  meet- 
ing. As  I  stated  before,  in  my  testimony  in  chief,  I  was  not  preseot, 
but  had  it  from  common  report,  as  also  from  some  of  the  members  of 
that  meeting ;  and  I  think  John  Mott  gave  some  information  him- 
self, as  he  and  I  had  rode  about  thirty  miles  in  a  chair  together.  All 
I  can  recollect  about  the  subject  of  his  testimony  in  that  meeting,  was, 
that  he  had  spoken  much  on  the  subject  of  love ;  and  that  Thomas 
Wisiar,  perhaps,  in  his  animadversions  upon  it,  had  stated  something 
to  this  amount,  that  '<  Judas,  under  a  profession  of  love,  had  be- 
trayed his  master." 

I  think  that,  from  the  question  and  answer,  the  court  will  pretty 
correctly  conceive  the  nature  of  the  opposition  and  the  causes  that 
induced  it 

It  has  been  objected  on  the  part  of  the  appellants,  that,  in  the  tes- 
timonies issued  by  the  society  of  Friends  since  the  division,  no  no- 
tice is  taken  of  the  light  within,  or  of  wary  and  slavery,  and  other 
subjects  in  which  ancient  Friends  entertained  peculiar  opinions. 

I  hold  in  my  hand  a  pamphlet  entitled,  "  The  Testimony  of  ihc 
Society  of  Friends,  on  the  Continent  of  America." 

On  page  20,  the  inward  light  is  spoken  of,  in  this  language :  "The 
doctrine  of  the  light  of  Christ  in  the  hearts  of  men,  and  of  the  sensi- 
ble influence  of  this  divine  power,  taken  in  connexion  with  the  other 
fundamental  doctrines  of  the  gospel,  has  been  held  by  the  society 
from  its  first  being  gathered  to  be  a  people,  to  the  present  time.  But 
it  ought  to  be  remembered  that  it  is  to  be  carefully  distinguished 
from  every  other  influence  which  actuates^  the  human  mind.  Man 
being  erjjdowed  with  ra\.\ou;A  ?vv<iv\\\.\^^^  ;ixvd  vc^oteover  subject  to  be 
operated  uppn  by  the  ptiuce  ol  VW  i^^>N^t  ol  >^^  ^\\^>^  ^^\\\\.>isa^ 
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lea  Id  the  hearts  of  the  children  of  disobedienoe,  the  admom- 
the  apostle  is  of  peculiar  impertaoce:  ^  Believe  not  every  spi* 
.  try  the  spirits,  whether  they  are  of  God.'  1  John  iv.  1.^' 
bat  as  a  principal  doctrine,  the  society  refer,  and  avow  their 
D  it.  Their  testimony  is,  that  they  not  only  avow  their  belief 
lit  that,  taken  in  connexion  with  other  fundamental  doctrines, 
»wto  its  influence.  But  the  inward  light  with  nothing  to  guide 
a  man's  own  conscience,  is  a  delusive  imagination. 
»age  21,  they  speak  of  the  trinity. 

age  23,  they  speak  of  the  Holy  Scriptures:  ^<  Concerning  the 
scriptures,  we  believe  they  were  given  forth  by  the  Holy  Spi- 
rod,  through  the  holy  men  of  God,  who  (as  the  Scripture  itself 
s,  2  Pet  i.  21,)  <  spake  as  they  were  moved  by  the  Holy 
*  We  believe  they  are  to  be  read,  believed,  and  fulfilled,  (he 
fils  them  is  Christ;)  and  they  are  <  profitable  for  doctrine,  for 
',  for  correction,  and  for  instruction  in  righteousness,  that  the 
'  God  may  be  perfect,  thoroughly  furnished  unto  all  g(0€Ml 
'  2  Tim.  iii.  16, 17,  <  and  are  able  to  make  wise  unto  salvatioBii 
I  faith  which  is  in  Christ  Jesus.'  ib.  15.  We  believe  the  Holy 
res  are  the  words  of  God:  for  it  is  said  in  Exodus  xa.  1. 
pake  all  these  words,  saying,^  &c.  meaning  the  ten  command- 
pven  forth  upon  Mount  Sinai.  And  in  Revelations  xxii.  IS, 
>hn,  <  I  testify  to  every  man  that  hearelh  the  words  of  the 
cy  of  this  book,  if  any  man  addeth  unto  these,' — <  and  if  any 
all  take  away  from  the  words  of  the  book  of  this  prophecy,' 
e  Word,]  &c.  So  in  Luke  i.  20.  <  Because  thou  believest  not 
rds.'  And  in  John  v.  47,  and  xv.  7,  and  xiv.  23,  aifd  xii.  47. 
we  call  the  Holy  Scriptures,  as  Christ,  the  apostles,  and  holy 
'  God  called  them,  viz.  the  words  of  God.  George  Fox's 
,  vol.  ii." 

r  distinguish  between  the  words  of  God  and  the  Word  of  GthL 
oly  Scriptures  are  the  words  of  God.  Christ  is  the  Word, 
urt  is  aware  that  this  difference  is  not  held  by  other  chris- 

he  doctrine  of  original  sin,  as  we  understand  it,  they  are  suf- 
y  explicit  We  all  know  that  there  is  no  such  term  in  Scrip* 
lerefore,  Friends  do  not  use  it     But  the  fact  is  recognized  by 

)age  16,  they  say,  <<By  the  doctrine  thus  stated  by  the  apos- 
regard  to  the  universality  of  the  effects,  both  of  the  fall  of 
and  of  the  coming  of  Christ,  it  is  evident  that  infants  are  in- 
in  both  its  parts.  And  their  salvation  depends  on  the  same 
and  '  differs  from 'that  of  persons  who  have  attained  to  years 
;ious  understanding,  in  no  other  respect  than  what  arises  from 
Acitiesofthe  respective  individuals.  We  believe  that  every 
at  comes  into  the  world  does  need  a  Saviour.  We  also  helvfi.^^ 
ery  soul  that  comes  into  the  world  is  au  Qb^<^V.  ol  t^^«cuv^% 
And  08  we  inherit  a  seed  of  sin,  so,  l\\rou^  ie»OA  C\vn»X>  ''w^ 
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are  heirs  of  that  grace,  which  is  the  efficient  cause  of  salvation  to  alt 
that  are  saved.  If  infants  therefore  receive  the  one,  and  we  agree 
that  lliey  do,  they  must  also  receive  the  other,  as  ^  the  free  gift  that 
is  come  upon  ailment  to  justification.'  " 

On  page  17:  <<  And  not  only  does  the  propitiation  of  our  Lord 
Jesus  Christ  apply  to  the  effects  of  the  /ally  and  places  us  in  a  capa- 
city of  obtaining  salvation,  but  also  to  the  actual  transgressions  of  men. 
<  For  as  all  men  who  have  come  to  man's  estate  (the  man  Jesus  only 
excepted)  have  sinned,  therefore  all  have  need  of  this  Saviour,  tore- 
move  the  wrath  of  God  from  them  due  to  their  offences;  in  this 
respect  he  is  truly  said  to  have  borne  the  iniquities  of  us  all  in  his 
body  on  the  tree,  and  therefore  is  the  only  Mediator,  having  quali- 
fied the  wrath  of  God  towards  us,  so  that  our  former  sins  stand  not 
in  our  way,  being,  by  virtue  of  his  most  satisfactory  sacrifice,  re- 
moved and  pardoned.  Neither  do  we  think  that  remission  of  sins 
is  to  be  expected,  sought,  or  obtained,  any  other  way,  or  by  any 
works  or  sacrifice  whatsoever.'  Apol.  Prop.  vii.  §  3.  *  For  sin  once 
committed  cannot  be  undone ;  present  and  future  obedience  is  no 
more  than  duty ;  and  past  offences  must  still  remain  against  us  with- 
out forgiveness.'     Original  and  Present  State  of  Man,  p.  18." 

There  is  abundant  testimony  in  this  pamphlet,  in  regard  to  the 
subordinate  topics,  such  as  dress,  war,  oaths,  days  and  times,  spirituoos 
liquors,  and  the  like,  going  through  the  whole  range  of  subjects  on 
which  Friends  entertain  peculiar  sentiments. 

This  testimony  of  the  society  of  Friends,  was  prepared  in  1829, 
by  a  committee  appointed  by  eight  yearly  meetings.  The  clerb  of 
the  Ohio  yearly  meeting,  held  in  the  ninth-month  of  1829,  stated 
that  this  document  ^^  being  produced  and  read,  and  weightily  consi- 
dered, was  fully  united  with,  and  adopted  by  this  meeting,  both  of 
men  and  women  Friends."  The  clerks  of  the  Indiana  yearly  meet- 
ing, held  at  White  Water,  on  the  8th  of  tenth-month,  1829,  state 
that  <^  it  was  deliberately  read  before  the  men's  and  women's  meet- 
ings, and  full  unity  therewith  being  expressed  by  Friends  generally^ 
it  was  unanimously  adopted."  At  the  Baltimore  yearly  meeting,  in 
tenth-month,  1829 :  ^^  being  deliberately  read  and  considered,''  it 
**  was  cordially  united  with  by  the  meeting."  At  the  yearly  meet- 
ing of  North  Carolina,  held  in  eleventh-month,  1829:  <' after  being 
read  and  deliberately  considered,  by  both  the  men^s  and  women's 
meetings,  it  was  cordially  united  with  and  adopted."  At  the  yearly 
meeting  of  Philadelphia,  in  fourth-month,  1830:  <^it  was  produced 
and  read,  and  time  beins  allowed  for  a  full  and  free  expression  of 
sentiment,  it  was  adopted  by  this  meeting."  At  the  yearly  meeting 
in  Virginia,  held  at  Gravelly  Run,  in  Dinwiddie  county,  in  fifth- 
month,  1830,  the  document  <<  being  read  to  the  meeting  of  our  men 
and  women  Friends  jointly,  after  being  carefully  and  seriously  con- 
sidered, was  fully  united  with  by  Friends,  and  adopted."  At  the 
yearly  meeting  in  New  XotW,  \tv  ^lOcv-\cv^Ti>^>\^*JA\  *<  it  was  deli- 
berately considered,  andaiftiet  «il\A\w\R«»\wv^l  ^«OLK\Tc«i^N&>a:w^^^^ 
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berewithy  it  was  approved  and  adopted."  At  the  yearly  meeting 
f  Friends  for  New  Enf^Iand,  held  in  Rhode  Island,  in  sixth-month, 
830:  <<  it  was  read  before  the  meeting  of  men  and  women  Friends 
dllectively  assembled,  and  being  deliberately  considered,  was  cor- 
ially,  unitedly,  and  fully  approved,  as  embracing  a  concise  declara- 
on  of  the  doctrines  and  testimonies  which  have  always  been  held 
Y  our  society.'' 

I  will  now  proceed  without  any  more  digression. 

I  trust  I  have  shown  the  fundamental  errors  of  Elias  Hicks  in  all 
le  grand  principles  of  christian  doctrine.  If  the  court  please,  his 
>mciousness  of  the  nature  of  his  doctrines,  I  further  infer  from  his 
ductance  to  declare  them,  when  called  on  by  the  Orthodox  elders 
r  Philadelphia. 

I  will  not  detain  the  court  with  the  voluminous  testimony  relating 
\  their  attempts  to  bring  him  to  an  explanation.     He  first  declined 

altogether.  Then,  when  a  time  was  appointed,  he  declined  it  un- 
«8  it  should  be  in  sl  public  meeting.  He  wanted  the  ^^  galleries* 
lied.  He  wanted  to  act  as  he  had  acted  in  Ohio  and  New  York, 
ivery  man  knows,  how  pleasant  is  the  breaking  forth  from  disci- 
line,  especially  to  youth.  He  wanted  those  present  to  whose  im- 
lature  judgments  and  inconsiderateness,  the  laxity  of  his  doctrines 
H)uld  be  acceptable.  It  was  an  unseemly  proposition  to  men  of  the 
^  and  standing  of  the  Philadelphia  elders.  It  was  not  at  all  in  cha- 
icter  with  their  usual  mode  of  proceeding.  All  they  wished  of  him 
as,  that  he  would  open  his  mind  to  them  in  private.  If  they  had 
iflisted  on  his  explaining  himself  in  a  public  meeting,  he  might  have 
Mind  a  just  ground  of  objection  to  their  proposal. 

This  is  one  of  the  charges  against  the  Philadelphia  elders.  Abra- 
im  Lower  brings  many  such.  He  accuses  them  of  fattening  on 
istom  house  bonds  and  on  the  product  of  the  labour  of  slaves. 
[is  object  is  to  excite  prejudices  against  them.  Let  us  look  at  their 
induct  in  another  light.  A  distinguished  preacher  had  fallen  into 
ital  errors  in  religion.  By  the  dissemination  of  his  opinions,  he 
lust  corrupt  others,  for  there  can  be  no  soundness  of  life  without 
Kindness  of  doctrine.  He  had  perverted  his  own  preparative  and 
lonthly  meetings.  We  are  told  that  he  belonged  to  Jericho  meet- 
ig,  and  that  to  his  own  monthly  meeting  he  was  amenable  if  he 
-red.  If  he  had  confined  his  preaching  to  Jericho,  there  would  be 
»nie  appearance  of  reason  in  this  argument  But  when  he  came 
ito  our  monthly  meetings,  and  scattered  the  seeds  of  moral  death 
nong  our  youth,  it  became  necessary  for  us  to  take  measures  for 
leir  protection.  When  his  own  monthly  meeting  bid  him  God 
leed,  what  could  we  do?  Must  we  let  him  go  on,  eorrupting  our 
lildren  and  our  youth  ? 

These  elders  were  performing  a  sacred  duty.    In  the  book  of 
iscipline,  nothing  is  more  closely  insisted  than  the  watchful  care  oC 
ders  oyer  the  miniaten,   that  they  may  be  pTeaet'^^  «ovx\A  W 
ord  Mod  doctrine,  and  on  page  82,  we  &nd  \)[ie  mo^vrj  \eV&\A  %^^ 
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0wered  every  three  months,   <*Are  ministers  sound  in  mori  mi  li 
doctrine,  and  careful  to  minister  in  the  ability  which  God  givvs?*'      \i 

P.  55  :  «'  In  case  of  the  decease  of  any  Friend  or  Friends,  ooiDi- 
nated  either  by  the  yearly  meeting  or  quarterly  meetings,  or  of 
their  declining  or  neglecting  their  attendance  for  the  spece  of  twihe 
months,  the  meeting  for  sufferings  (if  it  be  thought  expedient)  miy 
choose  others  in  his  or  their  stead,  to  serve  to  the  time  of  the  next 
yearly  meeting,  or  till  the  places  of  those  who  have  represented  the 
quarterly  meetings  shall  be  supplied  by  new  appointments.^' 

From  this  it  appears  that  the  meeting  for  sufferings  supplied  the    i 
pioee  of  the  yearly  meeting,.in  the  time  of  its  vacation  :  but  had  oa    d 
power  to  interfere  with  matters  of  faith  and  discipline  not  deter- 
mined  by  the  yearly  meeting. 

I  thought,  in  listening  to  the  argument  of  my  learned  friend,  that 
lie  spoke  as  if  he  had  misapprehended  this  clause.  He  seemed  to 
think  that  the  meeting  for  sufferings  had  no  cognizance  of  mattersof 
faith  and  discipline.  But  from  the  passage  just  cited,  it  appetn 
that  if  a  matter  of  faith  or  discipline  has  been  decided  by  the 
yearly  meeting,  it  comes  with  full  cognizance  to  the  meeting  for 
sufferings. 

I  think  this  is  strong  testimony,  that,  though  Friends  have  oo 
formal  creed,  they  have  a  faith  :  and  that  though  the  men  of  die 
yearly  meeting  are  fallible,  they  are  not  willing  that  any  other  meet- 
ing shall  interfere  with  matters  of  faith,  not  previously  determined 
by  the  yearly  meeting.  Does  not  this  prove  that  they  acknowledge 
a  system  of  religious  belief,  and  would  sedulously  shield  it  from  n* 
or  corrupt  innovations  ? 

.    On  the  same  page  {55)  it  is  made  the  duty  of  the  meeting  forsuf- 
ferings,  to  guard  the  reputation  of  the  society. 

<<The  further  services  confided  to  the  said  meeting  for  sufferiogs^ 
are : 

"  First.  In  general  to  represent  this  yearly  meeting,  and  to  ap- 
pear on  its  behalf  iif  any  cases  where  the  interest  or  r^utation  of 
our  religious  society  may  render  it  needful. '* 

Now,  what  so  deeply  implicates  the  reputation  of  a  religious  soci- 
ety, as  an  accredited  minister  with  certificates  in  his  pocket,  spread- 
ing false  doctrines  through  the  land.  To  prevent  this  was  the  duty 
of  the  meeting  for  sufferings,  inasmuch  as  it  was  its  appropriate  con- 
cern to  watch  over  the  reputation  of  the  society. 

Then  we  come  to  the  articles  of  the  discipline  which  relate  to 
ministers  and  elders,  and  the  meeting  of  ministers  and  elders. 

'<  It  is  our  earnest  desire,  that  both  ministers  and  elders  may  be 
as  nursing  fathers  and  mothers  to  those  that  are  young  in  the  minis- 
try, and  with  all  care  and  diligence  advise  and  admonish  them,  and 
if  they  see  occasion,  reprove  them  in  a  tender  and  christian  spirit, 
according  to  the  rules  of  our  discipline  and  counsel  of  Friends  in 
that  respect ;  also  exhoxl  vYvexiv  it^c^e:^\\^  Va^^^j^  >5wfc\lalY  Scrip- 
turesy  and  earneally  seek  \\\e  mvu^  o\  \}cv^  «^vc\\.  ^^.I  VwS^^va  qp^t^.^^ 
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mjatidnm  thereof,  thtt,  abiding  in  t  sbnple  mid  patient  submission  to 
he  will  of  God,  and  keeping  down  to  the  openings  of  dirine  love 
ad  life  in  themselves,  they  may  witness  a  gradual  growth  in  their 
jttta,  and  be  preserved  from  extending  their  declarations  further  than 
hey  find  the  life  and  power  of  truth  to  bear  them  up. 

<' And  our  advice  to  all  our  ministers  is,  that  they  be  frequent 
B  reading  the  Scriptures  of  the  Old  and  New  Testaments ;  and  if 
my  in  the  course  of  their  ministry,  shall  misapply,  or  draw  unsound 
nierenoes,  or  wrong  concluttions  from  the  text,  or  shall  misbdiave 
bnnaelves  in  point  of  conduct  or  conversation,  let  them  be  admo- 
riahed  in  love  and  tenderness  by  the  elders  or  overseers  where  they 
ive,  nnd  if  they  prove  refractory  and  refuse  to  acknowledge  thetr 
aults,  let  them  be  further  dealt  with,  in  the  wisdom  of  truth,  as  the 
ase  may  require. 

'^As  the  occasion  of  our  religious  meetings  is  solemn,  a  care 
iiould  ever  be  maintained  to  guard  against  anything  that  would 
and  to  disorder  or  confusion  therein.  When  any  think  they  have 
Might  against  what  is  publicly  delivered,  they  should  speak  to  the 
Mirijf  privately  and  orderly  ;  and  if  any  shall  oppose  a  ministering 
Friend  in  his  or  her  preaching  or  exhortation,  or  keep  on  the  hat  or 
ihow  any  remarkable  dislike  to  such  when  engaged  in  prayer,  let 
'hem  be  speedily  admonished  in  such  manner  as  may  be  requisite^ 
jolese  the  person  against  whom  the  uneasiness  is  expressed  has  been 
lieowned  by  a  monthly  meeting,  or  his  or  her  public  appearances 
iieapproved  by  the  elders. 

^  This  meeting  agrees  that  each  monthly  meeting  choose  two  or 
more  Friends  of  each  sex  to  sit  with  the  ministers,  and  they  together 
to  compose  a  meeting  to  be  denominated  a  preparative  meeting  of 
ministers  and  elders ;  taking  care  that  the  Friends  chosen  for  that 
service,  be  prudent,  solid  Friends,  and  that  they  do  carefully  dis- 
charge the  trust  confided  to  them." 

The  court  perceives  it  is  a  breach  of  discipline  for  a  private  mem- 
ber to  interfere  with  a  travelling  minister,  unless  the  travelling  min- 
later  is  disapproved  by  the  elders,  and  thus  it  becomes  the  duty  of 
the  private  members  to  support  the  elders.  Now,  Eiias  Hicks  came 
from  his  monthly  meeting  into  the  meetings  of  Philadelphia.  To  a 
large  part  of  the  society  he  was  not  acceptable.  Suppose  a  private 
member  should  rise  and  oppose  him.  His  conduct  might  be  right 
or  wrong  as  the  elders  might  think.  But  it  is  to  the  opposition  of 
the  elders  that  the  Friends  of  Elias  Hicks  object.  Jonathan  Evans 
and  Thomas  Wistar  were  elders,  and  they  dared  to  oppose  the  infi- 
delity of  Hicks,  and  Biecause  they  did  so,  all  this  clamour  is  raised 
against  the  elders.  What  a  monstrous  state  of  things  !  Because  a 
man  has  a  little  piece  of  paper  from  his  monthly  meeting,  he  is  to 
go  through  the  states  spreading  false  doctrines,  and  nobody  is  to  be 
permitted  to  oppese  him.     In  page  58  there  is  ^uothev  ^^t^^^^\ 

*<  We  tenderly  recommend  faithful  Friends,  ^uA  e^^oX^X^  tcv\YC^sr 
ten  Bad  elders,  to  watch  over  the  flock  of  Chnal  \\\  vVveXx  te.^^OAN^ 
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places  and  stations,  always  approving  themseltes  by  their  pioos  ex- 
amples in  conversation  and  conduct,  to  be  such  as  bithfully  and  dili- 
gently  walk  up  to  the  testimony  of  the  blessed  truth  whereunto  ibe 
Lord  hath  gathered  us  in  this  his  gospel  day." 

Another  body  is  mentioned  on  page  68;  and  69,  namdyythe 
overseers : 

<^It  is  recommended  that  in  every  monthly  meeting  a  pn^ 
number  of  faithful  and  judicious  men  and  women  belonging  to  etch 
of  the  particular  or  preparative  meetings,  be  appointed  to  the  statioD 
of  overseers  within  the  same  :  whose  duty  it  is  to  exercise  a  vigi- 
lant and  tender  care  over  their  fellow  members ;  that  if  anything 
repugnant  to  the  harmony  and  good  order  of  the  society  appein 
among  them,  it  may  be  timely  attended  to  and  not  neglected." 

<*  And  we  tenderly  exhort  all  our  members  who  may  be  rightly 
called  into  this  or  any  other  service  of  the  church,  not  hastily  to  ex- 
cuse themselves  therefrom,  but  solidly  to  ponder  the  weighty  advice 
of  the  apostle,  ^  Feed  the  flock  of  Grod,  which  is  among  you,  takng 
the  oversight  thereof,  not  by  constraint,  but  willingly ;  not  for  filthy 
lucre,  but  of  a  ready  mind  ;  neither  as  lords  over  Gh>d's  heritage; 
but  being  ensamples  to  the  flock :  and  when  the  chief  Shephm 
shall  appear,  ye  shall  receive  a  crown  of  glory,  that  fadeth  not 
away." 

Now,  the  court  will  perceive  that  this  constitution  of  the  society 
of  Friends,  is  not  quite  so  democratic  as  we  have  heard.  It  does 
not  rest  in  the  principle  of  the  perfect  equality  of  every  man  with 
every  other  man.  The  society  of  Friends  have  determined  that  their 
society  cannot  exist  without  regulation  and  subordination.  This  is 
the  best  kind  of  democracy.     In  the  words  of  a  great  Bnglish  poet: 

"  orders  and  degrees, 
"Jar  not  with  liberty,  but  weB  consist." 

The  notion,  that  if  you  get  a  thousand  persons  together  in  ayearty 
meeting,  they  are  all  to  be  equal  to  one  another— that  in  such  an  assem- 
bly, the  boy  is  to  be  equal  to  his  grandfather,  we  utterly  discard. 

The  discipline  points  to  this  very  case.  It  would  have  been  dis- 
orderly for  any  private  member  to  interfere,  on  his  own  suggestion, 
with  an  accredited  travelling  minister,  who  should  preach  false  doc- 
trine :  but  if  the  elders  disapproved  of  his  communications,  every 
solid  Friend  would  be  found  to  interpose. 

What  they  did,  the  elders  did  in  kindness.  They  stated  their  ob- 
ject, and  the  points  on  which  they  desired  explanation.  What  p^^ 
judices  have  been  excited  against  thetn  on  this  account !  How  many 
charges  Abraham  Lower  brings  against  them.  But  there  is  no  just 
ground  for  these  charges,  or  these  prejudices.  The  interposition  of 
the  elders  was  the  h\^\\esl  iptoof  oC  their  friendship  for  Elias  Hicks. 
They  saw  him  far  gone  m  dealtwcXjiN^  ^rtot.  ^\v^^[  \«!«^\5n^  desti- 
nies of  immortal  souls  viet^  eu^w^pit^^^a^  \C\^  T5C\\v\to^>aa\«K  'Wki 


vrere  watchmeQ  on  the  walls,  to  whom  the  church  had  entrusted  her 
learest  interests,  and  in  faithful  devotion  to  her  claims,  they  came 
ip  to  the  discharge  of  their  obligations. 

**  They  interfered  with  Elias  Hicks,^'  cries  Mr.  Lower.  They 
ittempted  to  preach  after  him,  to  unsay  what  he  had  been  inculcating. 
t  was  very  disrespectful  to  Elias  Hicks,  clamour  all  his  votaries,  from 
)hio  to  New  York. 

They  did  all  this,  may  it  please  your  honours.  They  meant  to 
lo  ii.  It  was  not  the  impulse  of  passion  ;  the  excitement  of  the  mo- 
nent     It  was  a  deliberate,  settled,  unshaken  purpose. 

And  who  does  not  justify  every  step  which  they  took.  What  un- 
aithfulness  to  God,  and  conscience,  and  souls,  would  it  have  been 
leemed,  had  they  silently  suffered  the  poison  to  spread.  Who  can 
ell  tlie  evil  a  man  of  his  eloquence  and  persuasiveness  might  have 
lone.  Do  not  let  us  mince  the  matter.  To  stop  an  infidel  is  not 
lisrespectful.  It  is  a  healthful  service.  The  Scriptures  approve  it 
<  He  that  rebuketh  a  man,  shall  afterwards  find  more  favour  than  he 
hat  flattereth  with  his  tongue. '' 

It  is  afterwards,  I  acknowledge.  There  may  be  a  great  deal  of 
ibloquy  heaped  upon  the  elders  first  There  may  be  a  great  deal  of 
leart-burning,  on  the  part  of  the  separatists.  But  I  hope  they  will 
lee  the  day  when  they  will  respect  the  elders  for  wiiat  they  have 
lone.  It  is  the  end  will  crown  their  labours.  They  live  for  the 
md: — not  for  the  ephemeral  triumph  of  the  day,  not  for  the  plaudits 
if  the  galleries. 

We  speak  it  for  the  elders.  They  mean  to  be  faithful  to  the  end. 
Vnd  grant  me  the  friends  that  will  be  faithful  to  my  faults — that 
i?ill  warn  me  of  danger — that  love  my  soul  better.than  they  love  my 
pod-will — that  will  incur  my  present  displeasure  in  faithfulness  to 
ny  higher  welfare. 

Such  friends  were  these  to  Elias  Hicks.  Such  were  they  to  all  his 
erring  deluded  votaries. 

But  the  learned  counsel  has  argued  that  Stacy  Decowisnotrespon- 
rible  for  the  doctrines  of  Elias  Hicks.  This  party  is  not  so  well 
latisfied  with  his  company  as  formerly.  They  held  to  him  through 
life,  and  they  followed  the  old  man  to  his  grave.  There  was  a  time 
lehen  nothing  would  satisfy  them  but  Elias  Hicks.  The  court  will 
*ecollect  that  the  galleries  would  not  be  silent,  till  Thomas  Wistar, 
nrho  was  attempting  to  address  them,  would  sit  down.  Then  Willet 
Hicks  rose,  and  was  heard  with  approbation. 

Leonard  Snowdon  must  be  dismissed  from  office,  and  why  ?  Be- 
!au9e  he  opposed  Elias  Hicks.  And  so  they  clung  to  him,  till  they 
Miried  him ;  and  when  they  buried  him,  they  wrote  his  eulogy,  giv- 
ing him  such  a  character  as  no  other  man  through  life  has  been  able 
to  sustain.  Now,  they  ask,  what  have  we  to  do  with  Elias  Hicks  ? 
Fust  as  much,  I  reply,  as  when  you  called  him  "  the  deac  oldvaasx" 
ind  *' the  good  o)d  man.^^  You  have  made  V\\m.  'jowc  Yv^^iSi.  X^xi. 
naat  dow  take  him  for  better  and  for  worse,     tte  w ^^  tioX  o^nj  ^^ 


head  of  yoar  associatioiii  but  the  heart  a)0o;  pubttion  was  quiekeaed 
or  relaxed  at  his  bidding.  He  wa9  the  focus  whetein  yovat  BentimcatB 
were  concentered.  If  any  one  whispers  a  word  disapprobatoij  of 
Elias  Hicks,  you  will  hear  Abraham  Lower  ezcIaimiAg  againt  the 
perseeutioa  of  the  dear  old  man.  This  witness^  who  is  an  acercdited 
minister  in  the  society  of '^Hicksites''— the  very  champion  of  their 
cause,  places  in  the  head  and  front  of  the  causes  of  separatioo,  the 
disrespect  shown  to  Elias  Hicks  in  Pine  street  meeting.  First  voL 
Ev.  pase  354: 

^^  Q.  Will  you  relate  what  you  understand  to  have  been  the  caoies 
of  the  division  in  the  society,  as  nearly  as  you  can,  aecxMrdiag  to 
dates? 

<^  A.  The  most  prominent  cause  of  a  public  nature,  i  connder  to 
be,  the  public  opposition  or  disrespect  manifested  by  the  membeni  of 
Pine  street  monthly  meeting,  by  the  agency  and  influence  of  Jons- 
than  Evans,  in  breaking  up  the  men^s  meeting,  or  closing  it,  wbilat 
Elias  Hicks  was,  with  the  consent  and  approbation  of  that  moathly 
meeting,  engaged  in  the  women's  department,  in  the  prosecutioo  of 
bis  religious  concern.  It  gave  much  concern,  uneasiness,  and  disa- 
tisfaction  to  a  large  part  of  the  society,  who  became  acquainted  with 
the  circumstances,  as  far  as  my  knowledge  extends.'' 

Abraham  Lower  carries  this  back  eight  years.  This  was  in  1819. 
This  he  regards  as  one  of  the  most  prominent  causes  of  the  separation. 
How  cordially  and  entirely  they  must  have  approved  them  ? — how 
almost  idolatrously  must  the  tenets  of  Elias  Hicks  have  been  regarded, 
if  the  most  prominent  cause  of  this  separation  was  a  disrespect  of  this 
kind,  offered  eight  years  before  the  separation  took  place.  The  mee'i 
meeting  had  finished  their  business.  Elias  Hicks  was  so  eager  fbi 
preaching,  that  he  must  be  preaching  even  where  not  wanted — in  the 
men's  meeting,  the  women's  meeting,  and  at  the  fireside.  The  wo- 
men's meeting  did  not  want  to  hear  him,  and  the  men's  meeting 
having  finished  their  business,  adjourned.  Living  in  a  business  city, 
they,  after  they  had  finished  their  business  adjourned,  that  they  might 
go  to  their  counting-houses,  and  their  merchandise :  but  because  they 
did  not  sit  and  count  their  fingers  till  it  suited  him  to  return  from  the 
women^s  meeting,  they  brought  on  themselves  tlie  indignation  of  all 
his  partisans.  This  speaks  volumes.  Here  is,  indeed,  a  head  of  a 
sect  Here  is  what  Barclay  had  in  his  mind's  eye,  when  he  de- 
scribed a  sect  as  followers  of  a  particular  leader,  rather  than  followers 
of  Christ  If  ever  a  man  had  devoted  followers,  Elias  Hicks  could 
claim  them.  Here  Abraham  Lower,  a  grave  old  minister,  chars^  it 
as  a  grand  crime  that  the  men's  meeting  should  adjourn  before  Elias 
Hicks  had  returned  from  the  women's  meeting.  Elias  Hicks,  too, 
forgot  the  meekness  of  the  Quaker,  and  sarcastically  remarked,  that 
<Vit  was  well  they  had  left  his  great-coat  behind."  So  puffed  up  was 
he,  that  he  began  to  regard  himself  as  a  being  of  superior  order. 
And  he  almost  impvvlcd  lo  Yu^tidi^  \i  ^Y&^Q^\\.\tttL\a  purloin  his  ffx- 
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mentSy  because,  fonooth,  they  went  home  while  he  was  preachiag  to 
the  women! 

I  refer  to  pages  174  and  175^  yol.  i.  Evidence,  and  to  page  125, 
same  vol. 

This,  I  admit,  was  in  the  Westbury  quarterly  meeting,  in  New 
York ;  but  I  mean  to  show  a  regular  combination  in  New  York,  Penn- 
sylvania, and  Ohio,  on  the  part  of  the  separatists. 

There  is  a  passage  in  the  evidence  of  Samuel  Parsons,  in  page  181, 
voL  i.  to  which  I  wish  to  call  attention.  There  was  some  noise  and 
confusion  in  the  yearly  meeting  of  New  York : 

^  Q.  When  the  clerk  was  about  to  read  the  minute  prepared  in  the 
yearly  meeting  of  1828,  did  not  many  seem  to  take  the  idea,  that  it 
was  a  minute  of  adjournment  yoo  was  about  to  read  ? 

'<  A.  A  considerable  number  made  calls  to  that  effect,  crying  out, 
'do  adjournments' 

''  Q.  Was  not  that  an  exciting  cause  of  some  noise  and  confusion  ? 

<<  A.  Yeis.  I  think  the  noise  that  some  made,  induced  others  to  in- 
crease it,  by  their  example. 

<<  Q^  Did  not  Elias  Hicks  request  the  meeting  to  hear  and  judge 
of  it? 

<<  A.  I  believe  he  did,  at  one  period.  I  requested  him  to  nrake  a 
proposition  to  the  meeting  to  hear  me^  but  the  storm  had  been  raised 
to  so  great  a  height  in  hissing j  shoutings  stamping j  striking  ifk 
floor  and  benches  toith  their  canes  and  umbrellas,  that  it  was  evi- 
dent it  was  a  more  difficult  procedure  to  allay  it,  than  to  increase  its 
violence;  agd,  therefore,  after  the  clerk  had  proceeded  in  readine  the 
minute  for  continuing  the  sitting  of  the  yearly  meeting  in  the  base- 
ment story  of  the  meeting-house,  to  a  part  in  which  it  is  stated  the 
Pennsylvania  intruders  were  unsound  in  principle  and  disorderly  in 
practice,  he  then,  like  his  followers,  became  highly  excited,  and  turn-^ 
ing  to  the  clerk,  he  said,  *  thee  is  not  the  clerk  of  the  meeting — thee 
shall  not  be  allowed  to  read.'  Then  turning  to  the  audience,  he  said, 
'do  not  let  him  read;'  and  how  faithfully  they  obeyed  this  watch'^ 
word  of  their  leader,  is  well  remembered  by  those  who  Were  pre* 
aent" 

Here  is  Elias  Hicks  at  the  New  York  yearly  meeting.  He  is  well 
called  their  leader,  and  described  as  giving  the  watchword. 

From  page  ^60  I  shall  show,  on  the  authority  of  Abraham  Lower, 
that  the  Green  street  monthly  meeting  was  in  full  accordance  with 
Elias  Hicks.  He  says,  *^  He  (Elias)  went  on  and  accomplished  his 
visit  to  nearly  all  the  families  of  Friends  of  the  monthly  meeting; 
attended  the  monthly  meeting  which  occurred  in  twelfth-month, 
1822,  a  very  large  meeting  it  was:  when  it  was  proposed  that  a  cer- 
tificate of  the  approbation  and  unity  with  his  gospel  labours  should 
be  furnished  him,  which  was  done  without  a  dissenting  voice,  though 
two  of  those  elders  who  had  formed  this  unlawful  ^ottvVAti'^vyck  N^«t^ 
then  present'' 

What  was  the  sin  Leonard  Snowdon  had  Vjeeu  tB^vVV-'^  ^'^^^    '^^*^ 
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unpardonable  sin  was,  that  he  had  expressed  his  own  opinion  of  their 
great  man.  He  had  touched  the  apple  of  their  eye.  So  dispIeasiDg 
was  the  expreasion  of  his  opinion  of  the  doctrines  of  their  favourite 
that  Abraham  Lower  went  to  the  dear  old  man  to  persuade  him  to 
say  something  to  mollify  the  meeting.  <f  I  entreated  him  with  much 
afifeotion,  which  I  really  felt  for  him,  to  say  something  to  the  moothlj 
meeting,  which  might  soften  the  minds  of  Friends  towards  him|thit 
we  might  get  together  in  unity  again.'' 

The  court  will  perceive  in  what  light  the  Green  street  montbljr 
meeting  regarded  Elias  Hicks. 

On  page  468,  we  have  another  testimony  on  this  subject: 

<<  Q.  When  was  the  yearly  meeting  you  belong  to  opened  ? 

<«  A.  The  second  second-day  in  fourth-month,  is  the  usual  timeof 
its  meeting. 

<<  Counsel.  The  question  refers  to  when  it  was  first  held,  or  opentid* 

w  Witness,  In  tenth-month,  1827. 

<<  Q.  Do  I  understand  you  to  say,  that  since  that  time,  that  is,  the 
opening  of  the  meeting  in  tenth-month,  1827,  it  has  annually  eoa- 
vened  on  the  second  second-dny  of  fourth-month  ? 

"A.  Yes. 

"  Q.  Where  ?  . 

<<  A.  At  Green  street  meeting-house,  and  at  Cherry  street  booaer 
The  men  at  Green  street,  and  the  women  at  Cherry  street, 

<<  Q.  Was  Eliaa  Hicks  in  unity  with  the  yearly  meeting  you  be* 
long  to,  up  to  the  time  of  his  decease? 

<<  A.  I  think  he  was« 

^^  Q.  Did  he  attend  that  meeting  in  fourth-month,  182^? 

<<  A.  I  am  almost  always  at  a  loss  about  dates.    I  think  he  did. 

^Q.  Did  that  meeting  make  a  minute  expressive  of  their  satisik- 
tion  with  his  company  and  services  ? 

<<  A.  1  think  it  did — I  include  his  company  and  services  both." 

This  yearly  meeting,  after  the  final  separation,  among  its  first  steps 
reeords  a  minute  of  its  approval  of  the  ministry  of  Elias  Hicks,  ao<l 
of  its  full  unity  with  him.  After  he  had  been  disowned  by  the  Or- 
thodox meetings  of  Jericho  and  Westbury: — and  after  the  publica- 
tion of  his  lett^Sy  they  pass  a  regular  minute  of  their  full  unity  with 
him. 

In  vol,  ii.  p*  167,  is  the  testimony  of  Halliday  Jackson,  who  was 
the  clerk  of  their  meeting  for  ministers  and  elders,  which  body  has 
peculiar  jurisdiction  of  all  subject?  relating  to  the  ministry: 

<<  Q.  Was  Elias  Hicks  in  religious  unity  with  your  society  until 
the  time  of  his  death  ? 

"A.  We  always  considered  him  so. 

«<  Q.  Did  not  your  nnueeting  make  a  minute  approbatory  of  his  8e^ 
vioes  among  you  on  his  visit  to  it  in  1828  ? 

<^A«  Yes,  I  think  they  did  so;  I  am  not  so  positive  about  the 
yearly  meeting,  as  it  V\ad  been  \.Y\^  ^oxvcv^x  ^w-sXavcv  \a  T[v^ke  such  mi- 
iiute  in  the  mooiini^Qt  uum^^T^  «i^c\^«t%\\\cfl9:^vs^\\\.^v^^ff9;& 


in  that  meeting,  and  with  my  own  name  to  it  as  clerk  of  that  meet- 
ing; and  I  rather  think  it  was  done  in  the  yearly  meeting  also/^ 

Abraham  Lower  positively  affirms  that  the  yearly  meeting  re* 
oorded  a  minute  of  their  unity  with  Eiias  Hicks.  Halliday  Jackson 
is  not  certain  of  this;  but  he  is  sure  that  the  meeting  of  ministers 
and  eldersy  of  which  he  was  clerk,  expressed  their  unity  with  him. 

The  second  query  on  page  82  of  the  Discipline,  is: 

<<  Are  ministers  sound  in  word  and  doctrine;  and  careful  to  minis- 
ter in  the  ability  which  God  gives  V* 

And  on  page  83  : 

*<  And  it  is  earnestly  and  affectionately  rccommended\that  minis- 
ters and  elders  watch  over  one  another  for  good  to  help  those  who 
are  exercised  in  the  ministry  in  the  right  line,  discouraging  forward 
spirits  that  run  into  words  without  life  and  power,  advising  against 
affectation  of  tones  and  gestures,  and  everything  that  would  hurt 
their  service:  yet  encouraging  the  humble  careful  traveller:  *  speak- 
ing a  word  in  season  to  them  that  are  weary.'  And  let  all  dwell  in 
that  which  gives  ability  to  labour  successfully  in  the  church  of  Christ, 
adorning  the  doctrine  which  they  deliver  to  others,  being  examples 
of  the  believers  in  word,  in  conversation,  in  chanty,  in  spirit,  in 
faith,  and  in  purity.^' 

This  shows  the  duty  of  the  meeting  of  ministers  and  elders,  and 
yet  in  1828,  this  meeting  came  out  and  gave  notice  of  their  approval 
of  Elias  Hicks,  and  of  his  doctrines. 

I  believe  that,  as  I  said  before,  they  must  take  him  for  better  and 
for  worse.     We  protest  against  any  divorce,  now. 

In  Ev.  vol.  i.  p.  424,  Abraham  Lower  is  Uius  questioned,  and  thus 
answers: 

"  Q.  After  the  elders  of  Philadelphia  had  sought  a  private  oppor- 
tunity with  Elias  Hicks,  and  he  had  declined  giving  it,  did  thoy  do 
ioything  more  in  his  case  than  address  him  the  two  letters  of  which 
you  have  spoken  ? 

^  A.  I  was,  I  suppose,  proscribed  by  thcm^ — was  going  to  say,  htid 
the  honour  of  being  proscribed  by  them,  as  well  as  Elias  Hicks,  so 
far  as  not  to  be  admitted  into  their  secret  assemblies  held  on  account 
of  Elias  Hicks,  and  therefore  cannot  tell  all  tbeir  doings/' 

Not  admitted  to  their  secret  assemblies  ?  Why  Abraham  Lower 
iid,  indeed,  consider  it  an  honour  to  be  proscribed,  as  he  calls  it,  in 
such  company. 

On  page  428,  vol.  i.  Abraham  Lower  again  testifies  as  follows: 

<<  Q.  Am  I  to  understand  that  the  offence  of  those  two  elders  con- 
riflted  in  their  opposition  to  Elias  Hicks,  and  the  doctrines  which  Ihey 
understood  him  to  preach  ? 

"  A.  No.  As  I  have  shown  by  the  discipline,  thait  it  became  the 
Juty  of  the  monthly  meeting  to  release  them  from  service,  when  they 
icted  in  direct  opposition,  in  combination  w\lh  oVVv^t^^  \qVOcv  >w\«w£i 
\Y\ey  had  no  husinefis  to  associate  on  such  an  oftC4^\ov\  >Qrsf  >&ftfc  ^vifcV 
i//oe,  to  the  monthly  mcmtlng.     The  monlMy  Ti\«.\\t\^,Vsi^  ^V^  ^^ri^- 
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seersy  treated  with  one  of  these  indiyidusls,  to  endeavour  to  restore 
him  to  unity  with  his  Friends.  And  as  I  stated  in  my  examination 
in  chief,  I  had  an  opportunity  with  Leonard  Snowdon  myself  In 
which  I  expressed  my  exceeding  great  regret  at  the  disunity  wliieh 
existed  between  him  and  his  friends  of  the  monthly  meeting;  lea- 
treated  him  to  do  something;  say  something;  that  would  have  the 
effect  to  produce  that  love  and  unity,  that  had  subsisted  between  him 
and  we  of  the  monthly  meeting.  I  informed  him^  he  might  thinkas 
he  pleased  about  Elias  Hicks  or  his  doctrines;  we  were  willing  he 
should  judge  for  himself  in  that  respect;  he  was  not  asked  to  con- 
demn his  conduct,  but  that  he  should  say  something,  or  if  he  would 
say  something,  that  should  manifest  his  regard  for  the  monthly  meet* 
ing;  I  think  I  intimated,  that  if  it  were  to  this  amount,  *  that  what  I  had 
done  I  thought  was  my  duty,  and  I  had  no  wish  to  offend  my  frteads 
of  the  monthly  meeting;'  I  think,  that  was  the  amount  or  substanee 
of  what  I  communicated  to  him.  He  says,,  ^but  there  are  ihirteoi 
other  Friends ;'  here  was  an  allusion  to  that  unlawful  conribination,  I 
understood  it;  hence  it  will  be  plain,  as  respected  doctrines,  there 
was  no  disposition  to  debar  him  of  the  inestimable,  unalienable  right 
of  private  judgment 

<<  Q.  If  the  monthly  meeting  was  not  m  unity  with  Elias  Hicb 
and  his  doctrines,  how  could  the  letter  of  the  elders,  disapproving  of 
Elias  Hicks  and  his  doctrines,  be  an  offence  against  that  monmly 
meeting  ? 

<<  A.  Because  he,  Leonard  Snowdon  and  his  colleague,  acted  in  op- 
position to  the  monthly  meeting,  after  having  sat  in  judgment  on  their 
certificate  of  their  appprovol  of  his,  Elias' services;  and  he  himaelf, 
seeming  to  approve  of  that  certificate,  by  saying,  <  it  would  do,'  whea 
an  alteration  was  proposed  in  it" 

Here  is  stated  a  little  more  particularly,  the  offence  of  which  Leo- 
nard Snowdon  and  Joseph  Scattergood  had  been  guilty.  After  the 
monthly  meeting  had  signified  their  approbation  of  Elias  Hicb) 
they,  with  thirteen  others,  signed  a  testimonial  of  disapproval  of  his 
doctrines,  and  that  gathered  on  the  head  of  these  Friends,  the  whole 
wrath  of  the  Green  street  monthly  meeting. 

The  court  will  find  that,  on  pages  412  and  413,  Abraham  Lower 
admits,  that  in  1822,  the  persons  who  stopped,  after  the  meeting  for 
sufferings  was  dismissed,  were  censured  on  account  of  the  doctrines 
Elias  Hicks  was  promulgating. 

He  is  very  reluctant  to  acknowledge  any  honest  motive  on  the 
part  of  the  opponents  of  Elias  Hicks.  It  is  almost  always  envy,  or 
something  else  equally  bad,  that  is,  in  his  eyes,  the  motive  for  their 
conduct 

In  vol.  1,  425,  Abraham  Lower  admits  that  a  travelling  minister 
may  be  dealt  with  by  the  elders  where  he  comes. 

Here  he  talks  aensibVy.  By  aiud  by  he  tells  your  honours  that  it 
jvas  a  violation  of  the  daadpYuv^,  Vi  uAKctet^  w^Jcw^^x^^Sska, 

At  the  bottom  oC  pa(5&  4^1,  %3wi  «x  \3wa  Xa^  ^l  ^^we^  Aav>t»^^»sfc^ 


that  the  first  instnnco  in  which  l^conard  Snowdon  was  brought  under 
dealing,  was  for  his  opposition  to  Klias  1  licks. 

<«  Q.  Was  the  first  instance  in  which  he,  Leonard  Snowdon,  was 
brought  under  dealing  by  any  meeting,  that  in  which  the  overseers 
<»r  Green  street  monthly  meeting  be^n  to  deal  with  him  for  his  op- 
position to  the  unsound  doctrines  of  Elias  Hicks  ? 

**  Am  It  was  the  first  instance  that  I  have  any  knowledge  of,  of 
the  overseers  treating  with  him.^' 

On  page  437  he  admits  that  the  displacing  of  Leonard  Snowdon 
from  his  situation  as  an  elder,  was  an  unparalleled  proceeding. 

^  Q^  Will  you  state  whether  you  ever  knew  a  case  in  the  society, 
of  a  member  being  thus  displaced  as  was  Leonard  Snowdon,  and  if 
mOf  when  and  where  did  it  occur  ? 

^<  A.  Leonard  Snowdon's  case  was  a  very  peculiar  one,  I  think, 
taking  all  the  circumstances  into  consideration, — having,  as  before 
mtMtedf  and  as  he  acknowledged  himself,  combined  with  others  in  a 
hostile  attitude  against  Green  street  monthly  meeting,  plainly 
indicating  disunity  with  the  meeting.  1  don't  know  of  such  another 
ease  having  occurred, — but  some  cases  I  have  heard  of,  I  think, 
^vhere  elders  have  been  released,  but  my  memory  does  not  serve  me 
to  specify  them/' 

They  did  not  bring  him  up  for  breach  of  discipline.  They  did 
tH>t  accuse  him  of  any  breach.  They  relecLsed  him  from  the  duties 
of  his  station  !  And  you  find  Abraham  Lower  warning  a  special 
pleader  to  justify  the  meeting  in  its  proceedings,  <^  As  he  was  an 
aged  and  infirm  man,  they  relieved  him  from  the  cares  of  elder- 
anip  !"  They  fixed  a  mark  of  disgrace  upon  him,  and  then  made  a 
pretext  that  it  was  from  kindness  to  him  they  deprived  him  of  his 
offiee!  Abraham  Lower  admits  it  was  a  proceeding  without 
parallel. 

So  ID  page  447  Abraham  Lower  furnishes  us  with  additional 
proof: 

^  Q.  How  many  members  of  the  select  preparative  meeting  of 
Green  street,  were  in  unity  with  Leonard  Snowdon,  at  the  time  the 
overseers  commenced  their  proceedings  against  him  ? 

^A.  1  think,  I  stated  before,  that  his  wife,  Ann  Scatterffood, 
Itfary  Taylor,  and  if  Joseph  Scattergood  was  then  living,  no  doubt 
they  were  in  unity  with  him  ;  whether  he  was  then  living,  I  do  not 
now  distinctly  recollect 

^  Q.  You  have  spoken  of  three  female  members  of  Green  street 
aelect  preparative  meeting,  who  manifested  a  disunity  with  the 
monthly  meeting ;  will  you  please  to  state  the  acts  by  which  they 
manifested  their  disunity  ? 

<'A.  It  was  distinctly  understood,  that  they  did  unite  with  Leo* 
aard  Snowdon  in  that  act  of  his,  out  of  which  grew  such  a  degree 
4^  disunity  J  as  was  manifested  on  his  part,  as  induced  VVv^  vci^'oi^^ 
meeting  Xo  release  him  from  his  appointment ;  vf\i\c;Yi,  ol  \XaKM>  h«^ 
of  tbMt  nature,  as  to  create  in  them  the  same  k\ud  ot  (^vtk^\«^v^^ 
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the  monthly  meeting,  as  appeared  to  prevail  io  Leonard  Snowdon'i 
mind ;  one  of  those  females  being  the  wife  of  Leonard  Snowdoo, 
another  the  wife  or  widow  of  Joseph  Scattergood,  the  third  Mvy 
Taylor,  a  near  connexion  of  Edward  Randolph's,  who  had  signed 
that  paper,  which  was  an  indication  of  his  hostility  against  the 
monthly  meeting  of  Green  street.     And  circumstances  would  natiH 
rally  arise  in  the  transaction  of  the  business,  where  degrees  of  dis- 
unity might  be  manifested,  on  such  occasions,  so  as  to  be  understood 
easier  than  I  can  describe.    But  particularly  in  answering  the  qaeij, 
<  is  love  and  unity  maintained  amongst  you  ?  is  tale-bearing  and  de- 
traction discouraged  ?'  there  would,  I  think  I  have  understood,  od 
such  occasions,  be  a  disposition  manifested  on  the  part  of  some  of 
those  persons  to  lower  the  answer  so  as  to  indicate  a  want  of  <lofe 
and  unity,'  insomuch  that  I  remember  to  have  heard  on  oneoceasioD 
of  that  kind,  in  reply  to  some  proposition  by  Ann  Scattergood ;  I 
think  she  was  told,  that  if  she  wished  such  an  exception  made,  that 
•  as  the  meeting  was  rtmarkabiy  united,  that  it  should  be  mide^ 
naming  herself,  and  perhaps  others  of  those  few,  if  they  wished  it, 
as  an  exception.     The  meeting  of  course,  knowing  that  their  dis- 
unity grew  out  of  the  circumstance  of  tale-bearing  and  detraciumt 
which  Joseph  Whitall  was  guilty  of;  and  Comfort  and  Bell,  wfafl 
were  justly  disowned  for  at  least  a  part  of  their  share  in  such  bosi- 
ness ;  and  that  the  party  with  which  they  were  leagued,  were  uoitod 
with  those  individuals,  all  uniting  their  efforts,  hostile  to  the  well 
being,  as  we  understood,  of  Oreen  street  monthly  meeting." 

Two  other  elders,  Ann  Scattergood  and  Mary  Taylor,  were  dis- 
placed. Abraham  Lower  states  that  they  were  displaced  for  uniting 
with  Leonard  Snowdon  in  opposition  to  Eiias  Hicks.  Neither  mak 
nor  female  were  permitted  to  stand  up  against  him.  Neither  minis- 
ter nor  elder  were  tolerated  if  he  or  she  said  aught  ^against  Elits 
Hicks. 

On  page  364  he  maintains  that  all  who  were  in  opposition  to  Elias 
Hicks,  were  in  opposition  to  Green  street  monthly  meeting. 

*^  Of  course  all  who  stood  in  that  capacity  (of  elders)  who  united 
with  the  outrages  offered  to  the  discipline,  and  to  Elias  Hicks,  nata- 
rally  became  parties  against  Green  street  monthly  meeting,  and 
against  the  discipline  of  the  society — the  harmony,  peace^  and  dif 
nity  of  the  society." 

On  page  308  we  have  the  evidence  of  Thomas  Evans  on  this 
subject 

<<  Q.  Did  all  the  difficulties  which  occurred  in  that  yearly  meeting, 
and  which  led  to  the  secession  of  a  portion  of  the  society,  originate 
from  the  differences  of  opinion  entertained  by  the  society  of  Eliss 
Hicks,  and  the  doctrines  which  he  taught  ? 

«  A.  in  all  tbe  quarterly  meetings  of  that  yearly  meeting,  where 
Siny  difficulties  had  existed  ^reviousty  to  the  yearly  meeting  of  1827, 
they  arose  out  of,  or  were  tounwXa^  Nv\\i[\,Vftft  t«ciVww^x:«^  x^si^ectiDg 
the  dootrinea  of  Eliaa  Hio^  wA  ^«te  o^^»aww«5i,  isvNiwscXs^  >^^- 
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ipta  of  his  foUowerSy  to  iotroduce  innovations  on  the  established 
ges  and  the  discipline  of  the  society ^  or  to  impede  the  execution 
1  support  of  the  discipline  and  order  of  society  to  further  their 
ws." 

?rom  the  testimony  of  Thomas  Evans,  page  309 ;  of  Abraham 
iver,  in  page  468,  which  I  have  before  quoted,  and  in  the  testi- 
oy  of  Halliday  Jackson,  on  page  167,  vol.  2,  it  is  asked,  <<  Was 
as  Hicks  in  religious  unity  with  your  society  until  the  time  of 
death?''  and  he  answers,  <«  We  always  considered  him  so."  It 
1  appear  that  Elias  was  not  only  in  full  unity  with  Green  street 
sting,  but  that  his  se^^mons  were  subscribed  for  and  extensively 
sulated  within  the  bounds  of  that  meeting. 
)ii  page  309,  of  vol.  i.,  the  court  will  find,  in  the  testimony  of 
omas  Evans,  that  the  name  of  ^^Hicksite''  was  given  them  by 
ir  leaders : 

<  Q^  Have  they  acquired  to  themselves  a  name  by  which  they 
generally  known  and  designated  ? 

'  A.  They  have  :  from  the  close  and  intimate  connexion  and 
iy  which  has  long  subsisted  between  them  and  Eiias  Hicks,  and 
ir  approbation  of  his  doctrines  and  principles,  they  became  dia- 
^ished  from  Friends  by  the  name  of  <<  Htcksites/'  in  the  same 
iner  as  other  bodies  of  professors  have  been  distinguished  by  the 
lea  of  their  founders. 

:  Qp  Was  this  name  given  to  them  spontaneously  by  the  commi»- 
f  at  large,  or  was  it  assigned  to  them  by  the  society  from  whieh 
f  had  seceded  ? 

*  A.  It  was  given  to  them  by  the  community  at  large,  and  aba 
imed  by  themselves,  or  by  individuals  of  their  own  party.  The 
t  person  whom  I  ever  heard  use  the  term  was  one  of  their  party, 
1  the  first  time  I  ever  saw  it  in  print,  was  in  a  pamphlet  published 
themselves,  or  by  individuals  of  that  party;  I  do  not  mean  to 
by  that  society  itself. " 

The  court  may  learn  the  cause  from  its  fruits.  No  sooner  did 
circulate  his  distinctive  errors,  than  they  led  to  dborder.  Hal- 
\y  Jackson  says,  in  page  219,  of  vol.  ii.,  that  <'  he  told  a  Friend, 
t  any  attempt  to  put  down  Elias  Hicks,  would  produce  a  schism." 
d  yet  they  are  not  responsible  for  the  sentiments  of  Elias  Hicks. 
ey  heard  his  communications.  They  approved  them.  They 
'e  them  their  sanction.  They  directed  their  anathemas  against 
r  one,  man,  woman,  or  child,  who  ventured  to  say  a  disrespectful 
rd  of  Elias  Hicks,  and  now  they  are  not  responsible  for  his  senti* 
nts!  ■ 

[n  vol.  ii.,  page  97,  in  the  testimony  of  the  same  witness,  it  is 
lared  that  Caleb  Pierce  and  Isaac  Lloyd,  were  displaced  as  repre- 
tatives  of  the  southern  quarter,  because  of  their  opposition  to 
as  Hicka 

>o  page  SO,  the  court  will  see  what  Isaac  lAoyd  oaXdi*. 
*Q.  Did  not  what  you  call  the  opposiUoa  o£  \a»aA\Ao^^<>  c»c^£^ 
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merely  in  the  expression  of  the  following  sentences,  viz :  <  I  unitt 
with  what  our  friend^  Jonathan  Evans,  has  said.  We  never  hm 
believed  that  oar  blessed  Lord  and  Saviour  Jesus  Christ  came  to  the 
Jews  only,  for  he  was  given  for  God's  salvation,  to  the  very  eods  of 
the  earth  V 

^  A.  I  recollect  Isaac^s  remarks  were  very^short,  and,  I  think, 
that  is  about  the  substance  of  it.  I  cannot  be  certain  as  to  the  esict 
language  he  used.  When  the  meeting  broke  op,  I  think  bue 
Lloyd  gave  Elias  his  hand  :  for  he  had  not  long  before  that,  beea  i 
faithful  friend  to  Elias  Hicks;  and,  I  think,  when  this  oombiostiofl 
of  elders  essayed  to  have  an  interview  wi^  Elias  Hicki^  at  6reeo 
street  meeting  house,  Isaac  Lloyd  accompanied  him,  as  the  friend  of 
Elias  Hicks ;  and  if  I  have  been  rightly  informed,  expressed  his 
disapprobation  against  their  proceed ings.^' 

That  was  all.  To  give  his  testimony  against  this  dreadful  berof) 
Was  enough  to  excite  the  displeasure  of  the  friends  of  Elias  Hicks. 

Halliday  Jackson  states,  in  page  112,  of  vol.  ii. : 

<<  Q.  I  understand  from  what  you  have  said,  that  this  was  a  sabject 
of  much  discussion  among  the  members  of  your  party  ;  from  all  yoi 
know  of  your  own  knowledge,  or  have  learnt  from  convemUoos 
with  them,  was  it  not  the  general  impression  of  the  members  of 
your  party,  that  all  those  members  of  the  meeting  for  BuBsntapt 
who  were  either  of  that  body,  whom  you  call  a  combination  of 
elders,  or  united  with  their  proceedings,  ought  to  be  released  from 
service? 

^' A.  I  cannot  undertake  to  say  what  the  opinions  of  a  large  body 
of  Friends  were:  but  I  know,  as  to  myself,  and  many  that  I  might 
have  conversed  with,  it  was  our  opinion  that  those  conspicuous  in- 
dividuals, who  appeared  to  have  formed  this  combination^  had  vio- 
lated the  order  and  discipline  of  the  society,  and  had,  therefore,  Id 
our  apprehensions,  disqualified  themselves,  and  lost  the  confidence 
of  the  people,  as  they  had  formerly  stood  in  the  harmonious  tinses 
of  the  society." 

Besides  this,  there  are  other  matters,  collateral  in  themselves,  npi 
yet  having  a  direct  bearing  on  the  principles  of  connexion  between 
Elias  Hicks  and  his  friends. 

In  volume  i.,  page  461,  Abraham  Lower  told  Elias  Hicks  ^  of  the 
conspiracy  formed  against  him."  At  the  end  of  the  meeting  for 
suJOferings,  as  Abraham  Lower  says,  they  were  invited  to  stay  to  con- 
sider his  unsound  doctrine.  Abraham  Lower  told  him  all  that  wit 
done.  This  faithful  follower,  thus  early  evinced  the  identity  of  his 
feelings  with  those  of  his  leader.     On  page  474 : 

"  It  was  on  account  of  doctrines^  that  that  body  of  elders  were  or- 
ganized as  a  party  against  Elias  Hicks,  who  were,  as  before  stated,  t 
part  of  that  caucus  held  at  the  close  of  the  meeting  for  sufierings. 
The  same  individuals  who  were  most  active  in  producing  the  mp 
ture  that  then  occurred  \u  vV\aX.  \xtvv4^\t^\Asi^\^  «\X3i^\l  u^^n  EHas 
Hicks^  and  more  ind'irecVX^  y  ^isa^s^  \&^ ,  m^^h  ^v;  ntf^ios^^  isw^- 
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ig  of  Jericho,  of  which  Elias  Hicks  was  a  member,  and  had  given 
im  a  certificate  of  its  unity  with  him,  which  of  course  included 
leir  approbation  of  the  doctrines  he  preached ;  and  of  Westbury 
aarUer,  of  which  Jericho  monthly  meeting  was  a  branch,  and  of  the 
early  meeting  of  New  York." 

I  will  now  show  one  circumstance,  which  is  of  specific  cha- 
aeter,  in  relation  to  the  similarity  of  views  of  Elias  Hicks  and  his 
riends.  Your  honours  will  recollect  the  creed,  as  it  has  been  called. 
L  writer  in  a  Delaware  paper  had  come  out  under  the  signature  of 
Lmicus,  and  inculcated  deistical  sentiments.  Friends  saw  it,  and 
rere  displeased,  yet  Abraham  Lower  says,  *^  Amicus  vindicated  the 
octrines  of  the  society."  He  tells  us,  on  his  solemn  affirmation, 
hat  Amicus  vindicated  the  doctrines  of  the  society ;  though  they 
^cre  so  unacceptable  to  the  meeting  for  sufierings,  that  they  made 
xtracts  from  the  writings  of  early  Friends,  to  show  that  they  were 
ot  the  doctrines  of  the  society. 

The  writer  of  the  essays  published  under  the  signature  of  Amicus, 
ras  Benjamin  Lewis ;  and  so  well  pleased  were  they  with  him, 
hat  they  crowned  him  with  the  honour  of  being  clerk  of  the  first 
early  meeting. 

William  Gibbons,  the  editor  of  the  Berean,  w,as  appointed  assist-' 
at  clerk. 

On  page  204  and  205,  we  have  some  account  of  the  sentiments  of 
le  Berean : 

« You  speak  of  that  paper  calling  in  question  the  <  divinity  of 
Ibrist :'  can  you  refer  me  to  any  number  of  it,  or  parts  of  any 
umber,  in  which  sentiments  on  that  subject  are  to  be  found  more 
spressive  of  doubt  than  this,  to  be  found  in  the  *  Berean,'  a  work 
eretofore  alluded  to  by  you,  where  the  author,  in  speaking  of  our 
ayiour,  says,  ^  in  what  manner,  then,  or  by  what  means,  was  he 
lade  more  than  man  ?  I  answer,  by  the  same  means,  and  in  the 
ime  manner  that  every  other  righteous,  undefiled  man  is  raised 
bove  the  mere  human  character.'  [Berean,  vol.  ii.  p.  258.]  And 
l^in,  ^  Will  it  be  presumed  that  God,  whom  the  heaven  of  heavens 
annot  contain,  whose  presence  fills  the  whole  universe,  abode  in  his 
ilness,  literally  in  the  man  Jesus ;  can  it  be  supposed  that  he,  of 
rfaom  it  is  declared  that  he  was  limited  in  knowledge,  power  and 
ction,  possessed  absolutely  the  Spirit  of  God  without  measure?' 
[b.  259,'\  And  a  variety  of  other  sentiments  of  a  similar  charac- 
ar,  in  the  same  book,  such  as  the  following  :  ^  The  doctrine,  there- 
ire,  contained  in  the  chapter  under  review,  ascribing  a  proper  di- 
inity  to  Jesus  Christ,  making  him  the  foundation  of  every  christian 
octrine,  asserting  that  the  divine  nature  essentially  belonged  to  him, 
ad  constituting  him  a  distinct  object  of  faith  and  worship,  is  not 
oly  anti-scriptural,  but  opposed  to  the  simplest  principles  of  reason  ; 
nd  is,  in  short,  among  the  darkest  doctrines  that  Vv^'ft  ^n^\  >o^&w  \\v- 
-oduced  into  the  christian  church.'  [lb.  259."\  Ox  Wsaxv  ts\«^  \» 
Hind  in  the  following  sentiments  in  the  4l\\  vo\.  ol  >i!wi  *•  Q>asJ*«t^ 
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page  65,  viz :  <  Do  \he  profei0or»  of  Christianity  think  that  thit  Je- 
ius  born  of  the  virgin  Mary,  is  the  only  Son  of  God  that  eab  give 
us  a  knowledge  of  the  Father  ?  they  raust  be  dark  indeed  :  he  can 
do  nothing  for  any  of  us/  And  which  is  defended  in  the  <  Friend, 
or  Advocate  of  Truth/  another  work  referred  to  by  you,  4th  toL 
page  45,  &c.,  or  the  following  :  '  But  I  do  not  consider  that  the  cro- 
cifixion  of  the  outward  body  of  the  flesh  and  blood  of  Jesus  on  tlie 
cross,  was  an  atonement  for  any  sins  but  the  legal  sins  of  the  Jef?i;' 
contained  in  Elias  Hicks^  letter  to  Ur.  Shoemaker,  which  is  accorded 
in,  in  the  following  manner,  in  the  2d  vol.  of  the  VBerean/  page  51 
<  Whatever  redemption,  therefore,  was  effected  by  the  outward  Mk 
and  blood  of  Christ,  it  could  not,  in  the  nature  of  things,  be  any- 
thing else  than  an  outward  redemption.'  And  without  burthenini 
'  the  record  with  transcribing  any  more  quotations  on  this  subject,  I 
will  refer  you  to  the  sentiments  of  Elias  Hicks,  as  contained  io  hii 
printed  discourses,  which  are  made  exhibits  in  this  cause.  And  on 
the  other  branch  of  your  answer  relative  to  the  Scriptures,  I  will 
refer  myself  to  the  quotations  made  by  me  yesterday,  and  to  a  few 
extracts  from  the  * Berean,'  which  are  as  follows,  viz :  ^Nothing  is 
easier  than  to  appeal  to  Scripture,  for  great  names  for  the  authority 
of  a  dogma  or  an  opinion,  but  nothing  is  at  the  same  time  Mioit 
vain  and  futile.^  [Vol.  ii.  p.  209.]  And  again,  <The  author  refen 
to  the  Scriptures  as  to  a  divine  revelation ;  there  cannot,  perhaps^ 
be  a  greater  abuse  of  terms  than  this ;  never  was  counsel  moR 
darkened  by  words  without  knowledge.'  [lb.  212.]  And  in  his 
conclusion  of  this  subject  in  the  following  words :  <  It  is  in  vain  theo 
that  we  are  referred  to  the  Scriptures  as  to  an  acknowledged  author- 
ity, to  determine  conflicting  opinions.'  [lb.  401.]  Or  in  these 
words,  <  The  revelations  respecting  the  nature  of  God,  which  were 
made  to  the  Israelites,  are  true,  when  viewed  as  in  connexion  with, 
and  having  relation  to,  their  spiritual  condition ;  but  to  any  other 
state  they  are  not  true ;  therefore,  such  revelations  abstractedly  taken, 
are  not  true  in  themselves ;  are  not  the  truth  of  God  ?'  "  [Berein, 
vol.  1,  p.  408.] 

In  the  evidence  of  Joseph  Whitall,  in  page  21G,  it  is  stated  that; 
<<  A  controversy  had  been  carried  on  at  Wilmington,  (in  the  state 
of  Delaware,)  in  the  public  papers,  between  Paul  and  •Smieuii 
previous  to  the  fall  of  1822.     Some  time  in  the  eighth  or  ninth 
month,  as  near  as  I  can  recollect,  of  that  year,  several  of  the  num- 
bers were  produced,  in  which,  it  was  apprehended,  the  doctrines  of 
Friends  had  not  been  correctly  stated  by  •dmictis,  who  had  written 
under  that  signature  concerning  or  in  vindication  of  said  doctrine 
The  meeting,  according  to  former  usage,  believed  it  right  to  prepare 
something  to  counteract  those  misstatements  of  Amicus,  with  t 
yiew  to  have  them  published  in  the  book  that  contained  all  those 
numbers,  which  was  then  about  to  be  printed.     A  committee  was 
accordingly  appointed  to  \>tei^^tft  «»\Bfc\iv\w%Vst  >Scv^\»it^8C  which    I 
they  did  ;  and  U  was  apv^\ed  >a^  >S^^  xc«fc>Mk^r  ^ 
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And  Stmuel  Settle,  in  page  71)  confirms  the  statement : 

<<  Id  the  year  1822,  there  was  a  discussion  in  a  public  paper  pub- 
iflhed  at  Wilmington,  Delaware,  conducted  under  the  signatures  of 
^ul  and  Amicus ;  Paul  attacking  Friends,  and  Amicus  speaking  on 
heir  behalf;  and  in  a  manner,  too,  which  showed  that  he  was 
peaking  for  the  society,  clearly.  After  this  discussion  had  pro* 
pessed  for  a  considerable  time,  Amicus  avowed  doctrines  as  parts  of 
be  christian  faith,  which  we  could  not  accord  with  ;  they  appeared 
o  as  of  a  soeinian  character  at  least :  atid  these  essays,  which  first 
ippeared  in  a  newspaper,  being  about  to  be  reprinted  in  form  of  a 
look  for  a  more  extensive  circulation,  and  a  large  subscription  being 
iUed  for  that  purpose,  it  became  the  duty  of  the  meeting  for  suffer- 
ags,  in  the  regular  order  of  their  proceedings,  to  notice  the  subject: 
ind  they  did  so  notice  it  by  appointing  a  committee :  that  committee 
wrsued  the  usual  course  in  such  eases ;  they  prepared  a  statement  of 
prhat  were  the  views  of  Friends  on  the  points  I  have  alluded  to :  I 
iras  of  that  committee.^' 

We  will  furnish  the  court  hereafter  with  testimony  of  the  charao- 
sr  of  the  writings  of  Amicus.  At  present  it  is  sufficient  to  say  that 
t  would  be  a  singular  thing,  if  all  this  confusion  and  division  were 
sansed  by  writings  which  were  simply  intended  to  vindicate  the  so*- 
siety.  The  fact  is,  Amicus  did  not  vindicate  the  society.  He  was 
in  a  false  garb,  inculcating  deistical  sentiments,  and  it  was  this 
sreated  dissatisfaction  with  his  writings. 

Another  part  of  the  evidence  is  worthy  of  attention.  The  court 
^U  find,  that,  wherever  the  visitations  of  Elias  Hicks  were 
made,  namely,  in  the  New  York,  Philadelphia,  Baltimore  and 
Ohio  yearly  meetings,  these  discussions  have  taken  place,  and  no 
where  else.  Philadelphia  was  the  focus  of  their  efibrts.  They  at- 
tempt to  carry  their  point.  They  fail.  They  break  o£  Then  fol- 
low the  quarterly,  the  monthly,  and  the  preparative  meetings. 

Wherever  Elias  Hicks  could  travel,  he  perverted  the  minds  of  the 
members  on  the  principles  of  the  society. 

I  submit  to  the  court  that  we  have  shown  by  most  satisfactory  and 
conclusive  testimony,  that  the  fundamental  errors  of  Elias  Hicks 
ire  chargeable  on  this  new  party  that  have  gone  ofi*  with  him. 
t¥hat  they  regard  as  sound,  we  regard  as  spurious  ;  and  it  appears 
from  the  language  of  the  address  of  their  own  yearly  meeting,  that 
it  was  dijOference  of  doctrine  produced  the  division. 

It  is  the  very  head  and  front  of  the  ofience.  Doctrines  !  Abra- 
ham Lower  has  told  us  that  it  was  the  doctrines  of  Elias  Hicks  that 
were  not  pleasing.  And  we  have  established  such  a  connexion  be- 
tween his  doctrines  and  his  friends  as  will  go  down  in  unity  to  pos- 
terity. No  power  can  break  a  link  of  this  chain,  while  these 
memorials  of  testimony  are  extant. 

I  am  aware  of  the  false  assumptions  of  the  i^r^sewV  ^v).   ^\srw 
song  is  changed,  and  attempts  are  made  lo  fmd  oVJtvex  ^*^\»i^  Vst  "^^ 
UviBion.    I  remember  one  which  the  oppoaile  coxixvaR^  N««ft^'vK^  ^^^^ 


threshold  of  his  argument,  namely,  the  power  of  those  he  repre* 
sents  to  withdraw  from  Arch  street  and  meet  in  Green  street 
They  have  made  a  point  of  it.  We  intend  to  notice  it  If  they 
thought  proper  to  erect  a  new  yearly  meeting  within  the  bounds  oi 
the  old,  they  can  have  no  claim  to  our  property.  Grant  that  tboe 
were  other  causes  sufficient  in  your  own  sight  If  you  exercised 
your  power  as  you  deemed  fit,  in  establishing  a  new  yearly  meetings 
you  fiave  a  right  to  do  so;  but  you  have  no  right  to  take  with 
you  any  part  of  the  rights,  privileges,  or  property  of  the  old 
society. 

Several  causes  of  dissatisfaction  are  mentioned,  before  we  come 
to  the  matter  of  the  clerk  of  the  yearly  meeting  in  1827. 

The  first  ground  of  dissatisfaction,  is  the  disrespect  to  £lias  Hida, 
at  Pine  street  meeting.  This  1  have  already  examined,  and  I  ha?e 
shown  that  it  amounted  to  nothing  more  than  the  men's  going  home 
after  their  business  was  finished.   What  disrespect  was  there  in  this? 

The  second  ground  of  dissatisfaction  is,  that  the  meeting  for  sof-* 
ferings  interfered  with  him.  I  have  gone  over  that  ground.  Bat 
the  gentleman  says,  Elias  Hicks  had  a  certificate  with  him.  This 
certificate  could  not  authorize  any  man  to  spread  heresy  throu^  the 
land.  He  came  with  his  certificate  as  a  minister  of  the  gospd..  It 
was  his  duty  to  preach  the  gospel.  If  a  man  has  power  of  attomey^r 
it  gives  him  no  right  to  use  that  power  to  break  down  my  authority* 
If  he  attempts  to  set  up  for  himself,  he  acts  without  and  beyond  his 
delegated  powers. 

But  it  is  alleged,  he  was  liable  to  be  questioned  on  his  sentiments 
at  home  only.  This  would  be  a  ready  mode  of  cloaking  infidelity. 
Sirs,  an  infidel  may  be  questioned  any  where.  From  the  manner 
in  which  these  elders  questioned  him,  he  had  no  right  to  complain. 
For  they  did  nothing  but  ask  for  explanation.  They  sought  for  no 
public  exf>osure.  A  private,  frank,  and  friendly  interchange  of  re- 
ligious views,  was  all  they  asked.     He  refused  to  grant  it 

The  third  ground  of  dissatisfaction  is,  that  the  meeting  of  minis- 
ters and  elders  brought  a  charge  against  Eh'as  Hicks,  with  the  inten- 
tion of  sending  it  down  to  his  own  monthly  meeting.     This  is  stated 
in  Cockburn's  Review  ;  and  here,  let  me  remark,  is  a  book  written 
by  an  heated  partizan  :  and  it  is  made  evidence,  because  Abraham 
Lower  says,  that  in  his  opinion,  it  contains  a  pretty  fair  account  of 
.    events.     It  still  remains  to  consider  the  character  of  the  evidence. 
Are  all  the  inflated  representations  of  this  partizan  writer  to  be  re- 
ceived as  evidence  }     If  Abraham  Lower  maintains  it  to  be  a  cor- 
rect statement  of  facts,  let  it  be  affirmed  to.     On  the  same  principle 
on  which  it  has  been  introduced,  the  whole  library  of  Thomas  Paine 
might  be  made  evidence.     The  book  was  published  in  1829,  after 
the  separation.     The  author  will  not -admit  a  good  motive  in  any 
ncWow  of  the  opposilc  pavly.     Like  Abraham  Lower,  he  attributed 
M.  their  proceedings  lo  cuvy,  ot  «o\x\^  l^^vw^  q^\\r.  ^^  \a;kd.    He 
goes  over  the  procced'infg&  Vu  Akfe  yeaxVj  inftfcNAa^  ^l  ^X^^^^tJk^^ 
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charging  them  all  to  the  account  of  dominatioa  and  persecution^ 
he  part  of  Friends,  endeavours  to  make  them  the  cause  of  the 
iration.  But  the  truth  is,  they  were  but  the  effects  of  causes 
(ting  and  operating  long  anterior  to  the  year  1827,  which  gra- 
ily  wrought  out  their  natural  results,  and  finally,  in  that  year 
iaced  the  separation. 

i'he  court  will  see,  moreover,  that  in  all  these  operations,  till  the 
lion  of  the  clerk  of  the  yearly  meeting,  we  were  frustrated  ;  for 
did  not  carry  one  of  them.  We  attempted  to  stop  Elias  Hicks, 
t  could  not.  We  wished  to  have  a  private  interview  with  him. 
iras  refused  us.  We  made  an  eiOfort  to  publish  extracts  from  the 
tings  of  ancient  Friends.  Our  effort  was  not  successful.  We 
d  to  send  a  charge  against  Elias  Hicks,  down  to  his  own  monthly 
sting.    We  were  defeated  in  this.     And  yet  they  break  off  from 

society,  because  we  opposed  them  without  success.  Strange 
unds,  indeed,  for  separation  ! 

Lye,  but  there  was  the  creed  !  Now,  it  is  to  be  observed,  that 
en  this  creed  was  brought  forward  in  1823,  it  produced  no  such 
ct*  And  yet  this  is  gravely  urged  by  Abraham  Lower  and  Hal- 
ly  Jackson,  as  a  reason  for  separation  in  1827.  Why  did  they 
separate  when  it  was  brought  forward,  five  years  before  ?  The 
son  is  obvious.  They  did  not  then  deem  it  of  sufficient  moment. 
Duel  Bettle  says,  in  page  72  : 

<When  the  meeting  assembled  next  morning,  it  was  proposed 
t  the  extracts  should  be  stricken  off  the  minutes  of  the  meeting- 
sufferings  :  objection  was  made  to  that,  on  the  ground  that  it 
aid  be  a  disavowal  of  the  doctrines  held  by* Friends,  these  ex- 
ita  being  taken  from  the  writings  of  approved  Friends.  Very 
isiderabie  difficulty  occurred  in  the  meeting  from  the  persevering 
ections  of  a  number  of  individuals,  every  one  of  whom,  every 
ividual  of  whom,  for  I  sat  in  a  position  to  see  and  know  them 

have  since  gone  off  in  the  separation.  I  was  at  the  table  as 
rk — it  was  my  duty  to  serve  the  meeting :  perceiving  the  em- 
nssment  the  meeting  was  in,  on  the  one  hand  to  expunge,  and 
the  other  a  desire  to  retain,  I  arose  and  stated  to  the  meeting  my 
y  and  wish  to  act  as  its  servant;  and  after  presenting  to  the  meet- 
;  the  state  of  the  case,  as  I  apprehended  it  at  the  time,  I  proposed 
them  to  avoid  both  difficulties,  by  simply  suspending  the  publica- 
1 ;  not  taking  it  off  the  minutes,  and  not  circulating  the  pam- 
ets,  but  leaving  the  subject  This  proposition  was  finally  acquiesced 
and  the  business  so  settled." 

in  1827,  when  they  could  not  carry  their  views,  then  they  bring 
the  creed.  To  this  they  make  many  objections,  but  while  my 
!nd  was  reading  it,  I  followed  him  with  my  ]3encil,  and  found  in 
>ut  one  line,  and  that  unimportant,  which  was  not  taken  from  the 
itings  of  ancient  Friends,  in  literal  translation.  Th^  •^wX.V^xcv^xv 
8,  that  in  t}jis  creed^  there  was  not  one  word  ot\  ns^t  w  oaJ^'s^ 
?re  was  uo  occasion  for  a  word  on  these  avib^^c,\s»    ^V^'j  >n^\^ 
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not  in  dispute.  The  doctrines  of  the  dirinity  of  the  SarkNir)  tke 
atonement,  and  the  inspiration  of  the  Scriptures,  were  those  oa 
which  the  sentiments  of  the  society  had  been  misrepresented,  and 
these  were  fully  and  fairiy  stated.  It  was  all  a  pretence.  TMr 
objection  was  not  to  a  creed,  but  to  the  doctrines  of  ancient  Frienda 
Three  years  before,  the  poison  had  begun  to  operate,  and  in  IM, 
they  opposed  the  extracts,  as  I  shall  show,  on  the  ground  that  thej 
would  not  submit  to  interference. 

Samuel  Bettle,  on  page  72,  gives  an  account  of  this  creed : 

^  When  the  minutes  of  the  meeting  for  sufferings  were  read,  aoj 
they  are  always  read,  these  extracts  from  the  writings  of  aneie&t 
Friends  were  read  as  part  of  them — they  were  on  the  minutes:  coo- 
siderable  objection  was  made  to  that  part  of  the  proceedings  of  the 
meeting  for  sufferings.  One  man  said  he  could  not  unite  with  thoie 
doctrines  ;  another,  that  they  were  contrary  to  reason,  Scripture,  and 
revelation ;  another  went  into  an  argument  to  show  that  the  Seri]h 
ture  text,  to  wit,  <  There  are  three  that  bear  record  in  heaven,'  ffiJ 
a  disputed  text ;  and  tried  to  show  that  it  was  spurious.'' 

Now,  I  know  my  learned  friend  will  say,  the  text  of  the  ''three 
that  bear  record  in  heaven,"  is  a  disputed  text  Other  trinitariais 
have  thought  of  it  as  he  thinks.  But,  suppose  the  text  were  not  in 
the  Bible,  the  doctrine  would  remain  certain  from  otherpassegeft 
In  what  better  language  could  the  truth  be  expressed  ?  Why  thee 
object  to  it  ?  The  Newtonian  philosopher  mentioned  by  Mr.  Bettk^ 
would,  perhaps,  object  to  it,  because  it  did  not  square  with  his  no- 
tions. A  unitarian  once  went  to  Greece,  and  spent  six  or  eight 
months  there,  in  scanning  old  copies  of  the  Testament,  to  show  that , 
tlie  text  was  not  there.  A  unitarian  would  give  his  library  to  get 
rid  of  that  text.  They  cry  interpolation  to  mat,  as  they  cry  intc^ 
polation  to  everything  that  crpsses  their  faith. 

Abraham  Lower  says,  that  Elias  Hicks  said,  that  ancient  FriendB 
had  not  the  light  to  guide  them  that  he  had.  The  light  they  had, 
would  not  answer  for  him,  it  was  so  old.  Nor  the  Bible  either,  for 
that  was  older  still.  I  strike  out  a  new  light  for  myself,  exclaimed 
he.  It  was  the  contents  of  the  pamphlet  that  was  the  crying  grief- 
ancc,  for  that  did  not  agree  with  this  new  light.  It  was  that  caused 
one  person,  who  was  present  at  the  yearly  meeting,  to  say  that  they 
could  not  unite  in  tke  sentiments  it  expressed,  and  another  to  de- 
clare that  the  text  of  the  three  that  bear  record  in  heavenyiu^^'^fm 
a  disputed  text. 

Another  charge  which  th^  separatists  have  brought  against  the 
Orthodox,  is  that  of  oppressive  conduct  towards  individuals.  They 
aver,  that  their  proceedings  were  violent — that  they  were  aristocrats. 
Who  was  it  led  the  way  in  severe  proceedings  ?  Look  at  the  treat- 
ment of  the  elders,  of  Ann  Scattcrgood,  Leonard  Snowdon,  and 
others.  In  ten  instances,  hefore  a  single  step  was  taken  by  the  Or 
thodox  towards  entorciuf;  VVvvi  (\\^di^V\vi^,  \i!^otsat^'$i\v<5^^ 
Scattcrgood,  Ann  ScalVbtgaoA,  ^w^  '^u'^Xw,  ^^  V^aa  ^'^^^ns*^ 
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the  aoutbeni  qiurter^  all  discarded  !  Never  was  there  an  instance 
in  which  the  spirit  of  party  was  more  strongly  exhibited,  or  for 
more  trifling  causes. 

In  the  New  York  yearly  meeting,  the  court  will  recollect  the  ad- 
nK&rable  defence  made  by  Thomas  Willis  and  his  wife.  The  gentle- 
man asked,  why  do  you  read  this  ?  The  reason  was  obvious;  and  I 
thought  it  carried  conviction  almost  to  the  hearts  of  our  adversaries* 
Secause  Thomas  and  Phoebe  Willis  did  not  agree  with  Elias  Hicks,  ' 
they  were  cut  o£f  by  their  meeting. 

As  I  have  said,  the  only-point  in  which  the  ^^  Hicksites"  did  not  suc- 
ceed, was  the  election  of  the  clerk  of  the  yearly  meeting.  To  effect 
thifly  all  the  meetings  that  have  gone  off,  doubled  the  number  of  their 
riepresentatives.  They  added  to  them  fifty  per  cent,  and  in  some 
instances  one  hundred  per  cent,  without  giving  notice  to  the  other 
meetings;  and  having  resorted  to  such  extraordinary  measures,  then, 
~  the  first  time  in  the  history  of  the  society,  we  hear  of  counting 
and  deciding  by  majorities.  It  was  equally  at  war  with  the 
usages  of  the  society  and  the  spirit  of  fair  dealing. 

This  was  not  all.  They  not  only  doubled  their  representatives, 
but  they  visited  all  the  subordinate  meetings,  to  prepare  them  for 
auction. 

In  vol.  i.  Ev.  p.*  265  and  458,  and  in  vol.  ii.  p.  331,  332,  9, 10,  and 
X20f  the  court  will  find  that  the  whole  body  of  <^  Hicksites"  were  in 
«  course  of  preparation  for  the  election  of  clerk  of  the  yearly  raeet- 

Tq  vol.  i.  p.  307,  is  an  account  of  their  endeavour  to  change  the 
Xaode  of  choosing  elders: 

*^  One  principal  ineans  relied  upon  by  those  vvliu  have  since  seceded 
from  our  religious  society,  for  spreading  the  doctrines  which  they  in 
fsommon  with  Elias  Hicks  held,  was  the  preaching  of  those  ministers 
^ho  attached  themselves  to  their  party;  and  as  in  the  constitution  of 
our  religious  society,  the  care  of  the  ministers  is  peculiarly  confided 
to  the  dders,  to  reprove  and  advise  them,  and  also  to  the  meetings  of 
toinisters  and  elders,  they  were  anxious  to  procure  such  change  in  the 
discipline  as  should  place  the  eldership  more  completely  under  their 
Qwn  control,  and  enable  them  to  remove  such  elders  as  were  known 
to  be  unfavourable  to  Elias  Hicks  and  his  doctrines;  and  as  the  meet- 
ing lor  sufferings  also  formed  an  important  branch  in  the  constitution 
f>f  our  society,  and  as  a  large  number  of  its  members  were  also  known 
to  be  in  favour  of  supporting  the  ancient  doctrines  of  the  society  of 
Friends,  it  became  an  important  object  with  them  so  to  change  the 
constitution  of  that  meeting,  as  to  place  it  under  their  control,  or  en- 
tirely discontinue  it.     Hence,  the   propositions  brought  up  from 
Abington  and  Bucks  quarterly  meetings,  which  were  made  by  that 
party,  and  entirely  carried  by  them,  included  such  a  change  in  the 
mode  of  appointing  ciders,  as  should  make  it  periodical^  acvd  &yc  ^ 
limited  time;  and  aJso,  that  monthly  meelmgas\\ou\OL\\';>N^N\\^\«^^'^ 


568 

of  removing  elders  from  office,  whenever  they  apprehended  they  hid 
lost  their  service.  And  as  regarded  the  meeting  for  sufferings,  that 
if  it  should  be  thought  best  to  continue  that  body  at  all,  the  appoint- 
ments should  be  made  entirely  by  the  quarterly  meetings,  and  ob- 
ject to  their  removal.  A  proposition,  involving  the  periodial 
appointment  of  all  important  offices  in  the  society,  had  been  bitw^t 
up  to  the  yearly  meeting  from  one  or  both  of  the  same  quarterly  meet- 
ings, I  think,  two  years  before.'' 

Failing  in  this,  they  dismissed  some  of  the  elders.  John  Conly 
foments  divisions.  The  evidence  on  this  head  is  to  be  found  in  vol  iL 
pages  22,  58,  59,  108,  100. 

To  show  the  spirit  of  the  proposed  clerk  of  their  party,  I  refer  to 
passages  in  which  the  court  will  find,  that  Joha  Comly  attended  tiie 
irregular  meetings  of  the  separatists. 

In  page  137,  Halliday  Jackson  says,  in  speaking  of  the  oonfereoce 
held  on  fourth-day  evening:  '^  I  think  it  is  likely  John  Comly  wv 
there,  but  have  not  a  distinct  recollection  of  his  being  with  us  thit 
evening." 

He  admits  that  he  attended  many  of  their  private  conferences. 

On  page  267,  vol.  i.,  it  is  said,  that  <<0n  seventh-day  momin|^i 
proposition  was  brought  in  from  the  women's  yearly  meeting  iior  te 
appointment  of  a  committee  to  visit  the  subordinate  meetings,  far 
their  strength  and  assistance.  This  proposal  was  opposed  by  then 
who  have  since  separated;  and  as  the  meeting  had  advanced  so  fffin 
its  business,  as  to  be  likely  to  close  at  that  sitting,  some  Frieodi 
seemed  to  be  doubtful  whether  it  would  be  expedient  to  go  into  the 
business  at  that  time.  While  the  subject  was  under  discussion,  the 
meeting  was  informed  by  a  person  present,  that  he  had  on  the  pre- 
ceding evening  attended  a  meeting  of  a  number  of  individoalSyift 
Green  street  meeting  house ;  that  an  epistle  which  had  been  previ- 
ously prepared,  was  then  and  there  read,  proposing  a  separation  froa 
the  yearly  meeting  of  Philadelphia;  that  it  was  adopted,  and  agreed 
to  be  signed,  and  that  John  Comly  stated  that  it  would  be  needfid 
to  appoint  a  committee  to  carry  it  down  to  the  families  of  Friendly 
and  to  explain  and  enforce  the  necessity  and  propriety  of  saeh  i 
measure ;  and  that  the  said  meeting  stood  adjourned  to  the  rise  of  the 
yearly  meeting,  at  which  time  John  Comly  alleged  that  he  sboold 
have  some  important  propositions  to  make  to  it  The  indiTidoal 
also  stated,  that  he  recognized  in  the  countenances  of  many  of  those, 
who  were  now  opposing  the  appointment  of  a  committee  in  the 
yearly  meeting,  the  same  persons  who  had  attended  the  meeting  the 
evening  before,  and  taken  an  active  part  in  its  proceedings." 

The  court  adjourned. 
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Thursday  afternoon, 
R.  Frelinohutsen  resumed  : 

I  was  proceeding  to  show  the  agency  of  John  Comly  in  promoting 
e  disorders  of  the  yearly  meeting,  and  in  further  proof  I  will  now 
fer  to  a  declaration  of  his  own,  in  which  he  states  that  he  held 
out  forty  meetings  with  a  view  to  divide  the  society.  Ev.  vol.  i. 
68,  Samuel  Bettle  says,  "  John  Comly,  who  is  now  clerk  of  the 
[icksite'  meeting,  told  me  that  he  had  held  about  forty  of  those 
eetlngs,  with  a  view  to  divide  the  society.  I  asked  him,  as  this 
nversation  was  perfectly  confidential,  whether  I  was  at  liberty  to 
Y  that  it  was  for  the  purpose,  and  with  the  view  to  divide  the  so* 
sty.  He  said  I  was  a  liberty  to  say  so,  and  requested  me  to  add, 
at  he  wished  it  to  be  done  in  a  peaceable  manner." 
Now  how  does  this  correspond  with  all  those  pretensions,  which 
e  have  so  often  heard  our  opponents  make,  of  their  anxiety  to  pre- 
rve  the  society  in  unity  and  peace  ?  To  accomplish  their  real  de- 
ycij  which  was  to  separate  and  not  cement,  to  destroy  and  not  pre- 
rve,  they  could  not  have  selected  a  more  suitable  agent  than  John 
>inly)  and  they  accordingly  determined  to  bring  every  effort  to 
care  his  appointment  to  the  important  office  of  clerk  at  the  ensuing 
iarly  meeting.  We  have  already  seen  how  essential  would  be  the 
iplication  of  such  peculiar  powers  as  those  with  which  the  clerk  is 
vesfedi  to  a  crisis  of  this  kind,  and  accordingly  upon  his  nomina- 
>n,  00  pertinaciously  determined  were  they  to  put  John  Comly  in 
at  office,  and  so  confident  in  their  numbers,  that  when  they  found 
ere  was  a  strong  opposition  manifested  towards  him  by  many  of 
e  most  respected  members,  they  proceeded  to  the  irregular  course 
taking  the  sense  of  the  meeting  by  vote.  It  is  well  known  that 
18  society  never  determine  the  prevailing  sense  of  any  of  their  de- 
lerative  meetings  upon  this  principle.  There  must  be  at  least  a 
Bit  unanimity  in  all  their  decisions.  In  this  case,  however,  our 
iponents  proceeded  to  arrange  themselves  on  one  side  of  the  house, 
the  supporters  of  John  Comly,  and  thus  placed  us  in  the  unwilling 
isition  of  virtual  parties  to  this  mode  of  decision.  Our  Friends 
rongly  protested  against  this  measure,  and  the  sense  of  the  meeting 
;ain8t  it  was  too  seriously  expressed  to  admit  of  its  being  adopted. 
has  been  said  that  Samuel  Bettle,  the  old  clerk,  should  not  have 
sen  put  in  nomination — because  many  persons  wished  his  removal 
Mn  the  office — but  I  would  ask,  who  was  John  Comly,  that  he 
ould  have  been  proposed  ?  since  it  was  well  known  to  many  that 
t  had,  of  all  others,  been  most  active  in  preparing  the  means  of  de- 
ruction.  Indeed,  so  deep  was  the  conviction  of  the  impropriety  of 
J  appointment,  that  violent  and  repeated  as  were  their  efforts,  they 
tied  to  secure  it,  and  the  former  clerk  remained  until  he  should  be 
igularly  relieved.  There  is  not,  indeed,  a  partlcte  o^  ^Vv^^xv^'^Xft 
low  that  there  waB  a  majority  in  favour  of  3o\m\  CotcA:^^  ^xv^  ^"aX. 
either  the  fact  nor  the  principle  was  then  coi\s\dete&  «w\\^^  %n^w\s^ 
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his  partizans,  is  evident  fi'om  the  Gircumstance  of  their  having  con- 
curred in  various  measures  which  subsequently  came  before  the  meet- 
ing. Openly,  they  appeared  to  consider  him  merely  a  member  of 
the  society,  but  covertly  and  in  the  night,  they  considered  him  their 
ofiScer.  All  the  acts  of  that  meeting  received  the  sanction  of  those 
very  persons  who  have  since  declared  they  then  considered  it  dis- 
solved by  the  domination  of  our  Friends  over  their  election  of  the 
clerk. 

This  brings  me  through  the  first  great  point  in  the  case — the  volun- 
tary departure  of  this  party  from  the  fundamental  doctrines,  disci- 
pline, and  eventually  from  the  communion  of  the  ancient  society  of 
Friends.  What  then  is  the  legal  consequence?  We  profess  to 
believe  as  the  original  founders  of  this  society  believed.  They  refuse 
to  show  their  opinions,  notwithstanding  they  have  separated  from  the 
original  body,  and  yet  claim  the  property  which  was  put  in  trust  for 
the  use  of  that  body  exclusively.  Your  honours  will  recollect  the 
clear  argument  of  Judge  Drake  upon  this  point,  as  mentioned  by  my 
learned  coadjutor — that  each  of  these  divided  parties  having  claimed 
to  agree  in  doctrine  and  discipline  with  the  original  society,  and  this 
very  fact  being  an  essential  principle  in  the  question  of  right  to  the 
control  and  use  of  the  fund  in  dispute,  it  is  incumbent  upon  each  of 
the  parties  to  make  out  their  case,  if  they  would  stand  upon  equal 
terms  on  this  question  of  doctrine.   This,  however,  they  refuse. 

I  will  readily  subscribe  to  the  principle,  that  every  man  has  an 
unrestricted  right  to  believe  or  to  disbelieve,  to  express  or  to  conceal 
any  and  all  religious  opinions,  as  he  thinks  proper.  1  cordially  admit 
the  free  and  uninterrupted  range  of  liberty  of  conscience,  with  which 
we  are  blessed  under  our  happy  form  of  government;  but  when  pro- 
perty and  certain  conventional  privileges  are  made  to  depend  upon 
certain  forms  of  faith,  and  recognized  doctrines,  those  who  disavow 
those  doctrines,  do,  in  withdrawing  from  the  society  which  professes 
them,  leave  all  their  conventional  rights  and  privileges  behind  them. 
We  impose  no  check  upon  conscience,  but  we  do  demand  that  its  free 
exercise  shall  not  deprive  us  of  our  rights,  nor  force  from  our  gua^ 
dianship  a  property,  which  was  given  us  intrust  for  our  society, and 
which  attaches  exclusively  to  us. 

Let  us  review  the  facts  connected  with  their  process  of  establishing 
themselves  as  a  distinct  and  separate  body.  On  the  evening  of  the 
second  day  of  the  yearly  meeting  week,  a  number  of  them  held  a 
conference  at  the  house  of  one  of  their  friends  in  Philadelphia—it 
was  proposed  that  at  the  sitting  of  the  yearly  meeting  on  the  follow- 
ing morning,  they  should  seize  the  clerk's  table  and  books,  but  some 
of  them  objecting  to  that  violent  course,  it  was  agreed  that  John 
Comly  should  make  his  proposition  for  the  dissolution  of  the  yearly 
meeting  instead.  By  the  minutes  of  their  separate  meeting  published 
in  connexion  with  their  epistle  of  fourth-month,  18279  it  appears  that  I 
they  held  a  meeling  at  Gr^^tv  «\.t^^\.  m^^NAv\^\vw«fc,^.wd  there  agreed  I 
to  issue  that  epistle  *m  wVutY\\3^e.^«i\^^>>^^V'''''^^>Mi^^^  I 
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meeting  is  broken,  and  that  a  division  exists^  among  them,  develop- 
hg  in  its  progress  views  which  appear  incompatible  with  each  other 
md  feelings  averse  to  a  reconciliation;  doctrines  held  by  one  part  of 
the  society,  and  which  we  believe  to  be  sound  and  edifying,  are  pro- 
nounced by  the  other  part  to  be  unsound  and  spurious;  and  from  this 
has  resulted  a  state  of  things  that  has  proved  destructive  of  peace  and 
tranquillity,  and  in  which  the  fruits  of  love  and  condescension  have 
been  blasted,  and  the  comforts  and  enjoyments  even  of  social  inter-  ■ 
course  greatly  diminished;"  and  that  «<  under  a  solemn  and  deliberate 
view  of  this  state  of  their  affairs,  they  feel  bound  to  declare,  upon  a 
settled  conviction  of  mind,  that  the  period  has  fully  come,  when  they 
ought  to  look  towards  making  a  quiet  retreat  from  this  scene  of  con- 
fusion." This  meeting  having  adjourned  to  sixth-month  following, 
they  again  met,  and  issued  an  epistle,  in  which  they  say,  "  we  there- 
fore have  agreed  to  propose  for  your  consideration  the  propriety  of 
holding — "  What?  The  yearly  meeting  of  Friends  in  Philadel- 
phia ?  No — but  "  a  yearly  meeting  for  Friends,  in  unity  with  us, 
residing  withing  the  limits  of  those  quarterly  meetings  heretofore 
represented  in  the  yearly  meeting  of  Philadelphia;  for  which  pur- 
pose it  is  recommeuded  that  quarterly  and  monthly  meetings  which 
may  be  prepared  for  such  a  measure,  should  appoint  representatives  . 
to  meet  in  Philadelphia  the  third  second-day  in  tenth-month,  at  ten 
o'clock  in  the  morning,  whh  oihcr  members  Javourable  to  our  views, 
there  to  hold  a  yearly  meeting  of  men  and  women  Friends." 

The  meeting  did  accordingly  convene,  and  assumed  the  name  of 
<*the  yearly  meeting  of  Friends  in  Philadelphia."  Thus  was  the 
new  yearly  meeting  formed,  not  only  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
old  one,  but  in  the  same  place  with  it,  and  in  the  month  of  Novem- 
ber instead  of  April. 

Having  thus  begun  by  establishing  a  new  yearly  meeting,  they 
proceeded  to  form  other  subordinate  ones,  thus  breaking  up  all  the 
established  institutions,  order,  and  discipline  of  the  society.  The 
monthly  meeting  of  Green  street,  where  they  had  the  control, 
attempted  to  separate  itself  from  the  quarterly  meeting  of  Philadel- 
phia, of  which  it  was  a  constituent  part,  and  to  which  it  was  subordi- 
nate and  accountable,  and  applied  to  the  quarterly  meeting  of  Abing- 
ton  to  be  received  as  one  of  its  component  monthly  meetings.  The 
seceders,  having  also  the  control  of  this  Abington  meeting,  the 
monthly  meeting  of  Green  street  was  received  into  it  as  requested, 
although  the  quarterly  meeting  of  Philadelphia  remonstrated  by  its 
committee  against  so  disorderly  and  unauthorized  a  measure.  The 
clerk  of  Abington  quarterly  meeting  declined  to  make  a  minute  of  a 
measure  so  Contrary  to  the  discipline,  and  one  of  the  leading  seceders 
of  that  meeting  was  called  to  the  table  to  make  it.  In  the  monthly 
meeting  of  Radnor,  which  was  also  a  constituent  part  of  the  Phila- 
delphia quarterly  meeting,  and  subordinate  and  aeeovitvXa^AfcVaNX'k^^ 
Beeeders- made  a  similar  movement,  and  were  ttteu  ^\ao  t^^wj^^*  ^ 
farge  oumbefr  of  seceders,  members  of  the  four  uvotv\>cv\'j  tftRR>^:^^*^^ 
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Philadelphia,  applied  to  the  monthly  meetings  of  Byberry  and 
Darby,  where  their  party  had  the  control,  to  be  received  as  niemben) 
and  contrary  to  all  the  usages  of  the  society,  as  well  as  to  its  disci- 
pline,  which  recognizes  no  mode  of  transferring  the  right  of  mem- 
bership but  by  the  certificate  of  a  monthly  meeting,  they  wefe  so 
received,  although  some  of  them  were  regularly  under  the  care  of  the 
monthly  meetings  to  which  they  belonged,  for  disorderly  conduct. 
Bybcrry  monthly  meeting  which  was  also  under  the  control  of  the 
seccders,  made  an  inroad  upon  the  limits  of  the  Philadelphia  monthly 
meeting,  and  set  up  a  meeting  of  their  new  society  for  worship, 
within  its  limits,  which  was  composed  of  persons  who  were  regu- 
larly members  of  that  monthly  meeting  and  of  the  other  monthljf 
meetings  of  Philadelphia.  Darby  monthly  meeting  acting  in  the 
same  unauthorized  and  unprecedented  manner,  made  a  minute  suc- 
tioning the  establishment  of  a  meeting  of  their  new  society  for  wo^ 
ship,  within  the  limits  of  the  western  district  monthly  meeting  of  the 
society  of  Friends,  to  be  composed  in  part  of  its  members,  and  ap- 
pointed a  committee  to  attend  its  opening  whenever  a  suitable  place 
might  be  found. 

The  quarterly  meeting  of  separatists  at  Abington,  authorized  the 
establishment  of  a  monthly  meeting  of  their  society  within  the 
limits  of  Philadelphia  monthly  meeting,  and  the  assumption  of  its 
name,  although  it  was  then  in  existence,  and  had  been  regulaify 
held  for  nearly  one  hundred  and  fifty  years.  The  yearly  meeting 
of  the  new  society  held  in  fourth-month,  1828,  authorized  the 
establishment  of  a  quarterly  meeting  of  their  society  in  the  eity 
of  Philadelphia,  assuming  the  name  of  the  quarterly  meeting  of 
Friends  of  Philadelphia,  although  the  latter  was  still  in  existence, 
and  had  been  regularly  held  for  more  than  a  century.  These  pro- 
ceedings were  of  course  all  subversive  of  the  discipline  and  consti- 
tution of  the  society,  and  altogether  unparalleled  in  its  history.  That 
they  were  contrary  to  its  established  discipline,  has  been  admitted 
by  all,  and  the  only  principle  upon  which  they  have  been  justified 
is,  that  the  new  self-created  meetings  were  received  within  the  juris- 
diction of  the  old  ones  upon  the  same  principle,  to  use  the  words  of 
Halliday  Jackson,  <* that  Friends  in  Pennsylvania  would  receives 
poor  runaway  slave,  who  might  have  escaped  from  the  hands  of  s 
tyrannical  master,  in  one  of  the  southern  states.'*  (Evidence,  2d 
volume,  page  170.)  Abundant  evidence  illustrative  of  the  discipline 
of  the  society  upon  the  subject  of  these  meetings  may  be  found  on 
the  following  pages.  (Evid.  vol.  i.,  pages  169,  115;  vol.  ii<) 
263,  148,  279  ;  vol.  i.  219,  221,  336,  270,  254,  206,  252,  259; 
vol.  ii.  284 ;  vol.  i.  336;  Book  of  Discipline,  page  35.) 

Now,  it  is  an  admitted  principle,  that  a  body  cannot  divide 

against  itself.     Any  division   in   a  society  so  absolute  as  this  is 

shown  to  be,  destroys  ti\e  integral  character  of  that  society  only  so 

far  as  it  respects  the  poT\.\ot\  o!l  \Va  ^wtcvet  wrK^\^^  ^Vv^  have  for- 

aaken  it ;  its  identity  xemainaMcve  «wcafc-     K.\x^\l  \\.NiM5w;\ws^^eKA^ 
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ind  has  wy  authority  at  ally  that  authority  must  be  supreme,  for  it 
s  essential  to  every  kind  of  government  that  its  supremacy  be  ad- 
nitted.     If  one  of  the  members  run  off  another  may  with  equal 
ight,  and  there  would  at  once  be  an  end  to  the  security  of  every 
ocial  and  religious  community,  if  the  right  of  secession  were  sl- 
owed to  aiTect  the  rights  of  those  who  remain.     In  the  following 
parts  of  the  evidence  the  principles  of  subordination  by  which  this 
lociety  has  ever  been  regulated,  are  clearly  elucidated.     (Evidence, 
fol  i.,  pages  132,  262,  272,  376,  378,  379;  vol.  ii.,  385,  372,  373, 
)74,  346,  356 ;  Book  of  Discipline,  pages  97 — 98.)     So  the  court 
perceives,  that  all  the  other  meetings  are  subject  to  the  supervision 
ind  care  of  the  yearly  meeting.  And  this  power  does  not  depend  upon 

Slaee,  either  in  our  society  or  in  any  other  thus  similarly  constituted. 
*bus  the  general  assembly  of  the  presbyterian  church  at  Philadel- 
phia, the  episcopal  convention  in  New  York,  and  the  Dutch  synod 
in  iUbany,  have  their  respective  jurisdictions  throughout  the  union. 
So  the  glorious  Declaration  of  Independence. 

But  ue  separatists  say,  <^  we  throw  ourselves  upon  our  reserved 
rights — our  right  of  separation  is  not  denied  ;  and  do  we  forfeit  one 
right  by  the  lawful  exercise  of  another — shall  we  forfeit  our  tem- 
poral privileges  by  exercising  our  unquestionable  liberty  of  con- 
icienoe  ?"  This  partakes  strongly  of  the  arguments  of  our  southern 
brethren  of  South  Carolina,  who  forgo^  in  the  democratic  zeal  of 
their  claims  ior  state  rights,  that  there  were  also  rights  held  by  the 
great  community  of  her  sister  states,  on  which  her  own  were  de- 
pendant— the  social  compact  which  invested  her  with  her  rights, 
bad  an  indefeasible  claim  upon  her  fidelity  to  the  union  by  which 
ihe  was  created,  and  which  accordingly  destroyed  her  right  to  se- 
cession. But  we  do  not  deny  the  right  of  secession  to  this  party, 
we  only  deny  that  they  can  exercise  this  right  to  the  injury  of  those 
who  do  not  choose  to  secede.  Suppose  South  Carolina  had  carried 
ber  point,  would  she  have  been  allowed  a  claim  to  the  noble  domains 
of  the  west,  or  her  share  in  the  public  stocks  of  the  union — she 
might  have  urged  the  common  and  patriotic  sacrifices  of  her  sons  in 
the  revolution — of  her  Marions,  and  Sumpters,  and  Haynes ;  but 
would  it  have  availed  ?  No — would  have  been  the  indignant  reply 
of  every  American  !  She  has  madly  rushed  upon  the  horrors  of 
fraternal  war !  Let  her  return  to  loyalty  and  duty,  if  she  would 
share  in  the  blessings  of  our  union  ! 

But  the  established  regulations  of  the  society  of  Friends  itself,  are 
most  explicit  upon  this  subject  of  the  tenure  of  property.  Property 
belonging  to  this  society  is  vested  in  trustees  for  the  use  of  the  so- 
ciety to  which  it  exclusively  belongs,  no  individual  possessing  any 
fee  in  it ;  hence  if  an  individual,  who  is  a  member  of  a  meeting 
possessing  property  worth  only  a  few  hundred  dollars,  removes  into 
a  meeting  which  owns  estate  valued  at  as  many  lhovia;dX!A'&^  ^xv^x^ 
dacing  a  certiGcate  from  the  monthly  meelm^  vjYvewi  Vv^  toctc«2^ 
resided,  aad  on  its  being  received  by  Ihe  ineel\tv%\tAD  vj\C\Ocv\v^\«» 
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removed,  he  becomes  entitled  to  an  equal  right  in  the  properQrof 
this  meeting,  with  any  of  those  who  were  members  before  he  re- 
moved into  it.  And  this  holds  good,  although  the  property  ouj 
have  been  created  by  the  voluntary  contributions  of  those  who  were 
members  of  that  meeting  before  he  removed  within  its  limits.  So 
also  the  poor  of  the  society  who  are  maintained  at  its  expense,  nd 
who  do  not  contribute  anything  to  its  funds,  have  an  equal  right  in 
the  property  of  this  meeting  with  any  other  of  its  members.  Thd 
arises  from  the  fact  that  the  property  belongs  exclusively  to  the  lo- 
ciety.  Thus,  when  a  meeting,  either  by  the  death  or  removal  of  its 
members,  becomes  extinct,  the  property  falls  under  the  care  of  the 
superior  meeting.  And  where  a  meeting  is  laid  down,  and  the 
members  become  attached  to  any  other  meeting,  the  property  woaU 
follow  them  in  order  to  preserve  their  rights  in  it,  and  at  the  same 
time  they  would  become  possessed  of  a  right  in  the  property  of  the 
meeting  to  which  they  were  attached  equal  to  that  of  any  of  iti 
other  members.  The  society  of  Friends  in  all  parts  of  the  world 
is  a  unit  Hence,  an  individual  who  resides  in  the  most  remote  8e^ 
tion  of  America,  applying  to  his  monthly  meeting,  and  procuring 
its  certificate  of  his  membership,  if  he  remove  to  any  part  of  Europe 
or  of  this  country,  where  there  is  a  monthly  meeting,  becomes  en- 
titled, on  his  reception  into  it,  not  only  to  all  the  ordinary  privileges 
of  membership,  but  to  an  equal  interest  in  the  property  of  that  meet- 
ing with  that  of  any  other  of  its  members.  So,  on  the  other  hind, 
whatever  may  have  been  the  standing  of  an  individual  in  the  society, 
or  however  largely  he  may  have  contributed  to  its  funds  while  a 
member,  as  soon  as  he  is  disowned,  his  rights  in  the  property  cease; 
he  being  no  longer  a  member  of  that  body  to  which  the  property 
exclusively  belongs.  Thus  have  the  separatists  become  divested  of 
the  least  foundation  for  their  present  claims  by  the  operation  of  an 
established  and  unquestionable  law  of  the  society  from  which  they 
have  departed,  and  they  might  run  their  democratic  analogy  to  time^ 
end -without  developing  a  point  which  could  possibly  affect  the  justly 
balanced  principle  of  equity  which  this  regulation  maintains. 

But  there  is  another  principle  which  operates  in  this  case  not  less 
invincibly.  This  property  was  deposited  for  a  certain  specific  and 
sacred  trust  which  its  guardians  can  never  violate  by  conceding  to 
the  proposal  that  the  property  be  divided.  It  was  entrusted  to  tliein 
for  the  education  of  the  children  of  the  society  in  the  doctrines  of 
the  saci*ed  Scriptures  as  believed  by  the  society  of  Friends.  For 
this  purpose  it  was  set  apart,  and  for  this  purpose  it  must  be  applied; 
nor  will  this  honourable  court  ever  sanction  its  desecration  to  any 
other.  It  was  not  devoted  to  the  purpose  of  teaching  the  infant 
members  of  this  pious  community,  that  the  sacred  Scriptures,  on 
which  their  fathers  founded  their  firmest  hopes,  and  from  which,  as 
from  the  rock  of  life,  they  drank  the  pure  streams  of  spiritual  con- 
solation, were  now  groNVu\ooN«c^Vv^%\MX^\t\.^\^>l\Q.^^  were 
now  too  exhausted  aud  dt\^  Mip  Vo  AaNt^  vVtft  ^iKvvt^sX.  ^l  vc^^\^s^.^K^ 
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liry ;  and  altogether  too  old  to  be  of  any  use  in  these  days  of  su- 
rior  illumination.  It  was  not  to  teach  them  that  the  divine  author 
their  redemption^  before  whom  their  fathers  bowed,  who  bowed 
it  to  man,  was  the  son  of.  Joseph  the  carpenter,  and  must  not  be  an 
ject  of  their  homage.  No  sirs  ;  it  was  not  for  the  inculcation  of 
ndelity  like  this,  into  the  minds  of  their  offspring,  that  they 
iinded  this  trust,  and  I  pray  you  call  them  not  from  among  the 
ad  to  protest  against  this  attempted  violation  of  their  solemn  con- 
lence. 

The  property  here  bestowed  is  not  to  be  subjected  to  the  laws 
hich  regulate  commercial  engagements.  It  is  not  a  matter  oi 
ivenant  between  parties  for  purposes  of  business  which  might  be 
verted  by  the  uncertain  current  of  commercial  enterprise,  but  is 
solemn  appropriation  in  trust  for  an  object  of  permanent  duration, 
'^hat  should  we  think  of  a  noble  charity  being  diverted,  for  secta- 
m  aggrandizement,  by  the  vote  of  a  majority  of  its  trustees?  A 
'inciple  no  less  sacred  than  that  which  effects  the  simplest  contracts 
ttween  man  and  man,  binds  it  in  inviolable  security.  The  princi* 
e  is  of  universal  application.  It  extends  to  our  social  relations, 
id  to  political  associations.  A  child,  or  a  wife,  may  depart  from 
16  domestic  circle,  but  they  can  take  no  rights,  as  against  the  bus- 
md  or  father  with  them ;  these  are  left  where  only  they  can  enjoy 
lem — within  the  boundaries  of  that  hallowed  circle.  The  town- 
lip  of  Trenton  has,  I  suppose,  public  property ;  and  can  yonder 
imer  break  off,  assume  an  independent  existence,  and  claim  its 
lare  of  that  property,  after  it  has  thus  placed  itself  beyond  the  pale 
'  the  township  ?  Were  such  a  doctrine  to  receive  the  sanction  of 
legal  decision,  the  coffers  of  social  beneficence  would  never  more 
ive  a  lid  upraised ;  every  lock  would  remain  unopened,  and  not  a 
)llar  would  be  risked  upon  a  tenure  so  frail.  The  suggestion  that 
lis  is  not  an  incorporated  religious  society,  does  not  impugn  their 
ghts,  for  the  incorporation  of  religious  societies  does  not  give 
ghts,  but  is  merely  intended,  the  more  readily  and  certainly  to  as* 
srtain  and  preserve  them.  The  society  of  Friends,  like  all  other 
dtgious  denominations,  is  entitled  to  the  protection  of  law  without 
sing  an  incorporated  society.  There  was  a  long  period  when 
>utch  churches  were  not  incorporated,  and  when  their  property  was 
eld  by  some  individual  or  individuals  in  trust  for  the  society.  Our 
.w  recognized  this  tenure,  and  protected  it  thus  held.  Suppose  it 
^ere  true  that  there  existed  no  systematic  organization  among  Friends, 
id  that  this  pure  democracy  subsisted.  Vet  they  are,  and  have 
eeD|  in  special  religious  connexion  for  many  years.  Whatever 
lay  have  been  their  forms  oi  association,  the  fact  of  union  and  har- 
lony,  has  been  a  broad  and  admitted  reality.  They  have  been  es- 
iemed  for  their  pacific  distinctive  religious  existence  as  a  body  of 
leni  and  as  such,  now  ask  the  protection  of  the  law  and  CQULrl:&  ^C 
16  country;  and  whether  the  principles  ot  \!)[\^\t  %aaic^^\^>L\^Tv  ^x^ 
iore^rigid  and  close  than  those  of  other  reW^giow^  ^«feT\wr^X!w'^>A*a^v, 
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our  law  will  apply  its  protective  care  to  them  just  as  they  are.  It 
will  adapt  its  remedies  to  their  condition,  and  so  administer  them  as 
to  shield  us  from  the  conisequcnces  of  those  disorderly  attempts 
which  have  broken  in  upon  a  peaceful  communityi  and  by  bensiei 
in  religious  faith  and  departures  in  ecclesiastical  government,  hive 
sought  to  subvert  the  very  foundations  of  its  existence.  And  of 
what  force,  in  this  case,  is  the  principle,  supposing  it  to  be  founded 
in  fact,  that  a  majority  of  the  members  of  the  society  are  the  agenti 
and  parties  in  this  subversion  ?  Here  the  majority  principle  is  the 
great  wheel  which  gives  motion  and  power  to  the  whole  mechanisoi 
of  our  happy  government,  but  it  is  not  this  principle  alone  whidi 
preserves  it  in  harmony  and  strength.  The  authority  with  whidi 
the  voice  of  the  majority  invests  the  laws,  is  supreme  above  that 
which  created  it ;  and  holds  the  reins  which  guide  the  very  energies 
that  sustain  it.  Without  this  power,  paramount  even  to  this  extolled 
majority,  what  would  sometimes  protect  us  from  ourselves?  Under 
the  excitement  of  a  popular  leader,  as  in  the  case  of  these  revolted 
members,  and  unarrested  by  principles  of  subordination  to  the  laws, 
the  noblest  fabrics  of  civil  and  religious  order  would  often  fall  before 
the  whirlwinds  of  infatuated  majorities. 

The  supremacy  of  the  laws  is  essential  to  the  very  being  and  older 
of  every  government,  whether  civil  or  religious  ;  and  so  important 
is  some  wholesome  check  to  excitement  deemed,  that  even  in  our 
democratic  constitution  a  single  individual,  the  president  of  the 
United  States,  may  place  ^n  effective  negative  upon  any  act  of  the 
highest  and  most  powerful  majority  known  to  the  United  States.  It 
is  our  boast,  that  under  heaven  we  know  no  master  but  the  law.  To 
that,  however,  let  it  be  remembered,  every  good  man  submita  But 
the  last  subject  on  earth  where  mere  majorities  should  prevail,  is  re- 
ligion. Where  stood  majorities  when  the  fountains  of  the  great  deep 
were  broken  up,  and  the  windows  of  heaven  were  opened  ?  Who 
then  were  for  God,  and  who  against  him  ?  Where  stood  majorities 
when  the  cry  of  an  ungodly  throng  rose  against  the  Redeemer  of 
men,  and  "  crucify  him,  crucify  him"  drowned  the  voice  of  justice, 
truth,  and  righteousness  ?  Sirs,  majorities  would  have  blotted  reli- 
gion from  the  earth  long  ago,  could  they  have  prevailed. 

"  Numbers  are  no  mark. 
That  men  will  right  be  found." 

We  insist,  therefore,  that  however  the  numerical  strength  of  parties 
may  be,  that  by  the  well  settled  principles  of  our  law,  when  the 
"  Hicksites"  broke  off  from  the  old  yearly  meeting,  they  left  with  it 
all  the  rights  and  property  which  had  before  belonged  to  that  yearly 
meeting. 

I  will  now  beg  the  court's  attention  for  a  few  moments,  to  the 
consideration  which  out  \.eu\\>0T^\  cc^wtV^  \vvj^  ^-s^w  to  these  inte- 
resting questions. 
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Courts  of  law  may  lake  cognizance  of  religious  faith  and  practice, 
whenever  these  afiect  the  rights  of  individuals  or  communitie?  to  tem- 
poral property.  Whenever  temporal  property  is  either  founded  upon, 
or  regulated  by  religious  government  or  doctrines,  these  become  the 
subjects  of  civil  jurisdiction. 

The  society  of  Friends  acknowledge  certain  great  principles  of  re- 
ligious faith  to  be  essential  and  fundamental.     We  have  seen,  that  if 
any  member  depart  from  these,  he  will  be  disowned,  be  disrobed  of 
membership,  and  cease  to  be  a  Friend.  Therefore  if  a  community  of 
members  depart  in  a  body  from  these  principles,  tiiey  possess  not 
the  traits  of  membership,  and  belong  not  to  the  society  of  Friends. 
That  which  would  lawfully  cut  off  individual  members  will  bar  the 
door  effectually  to  the  fellowship  of  any  body,  however  large,  ad- 
vancing pretensions  to  the  society  of  Friends  and  denying  their 
(kith.    This  principle  of  law  encroaches  on  no  rights  of  conscience — 
it  leaves  religious  opinion  free  ;   but  it  denies  to  profession  what 
practice  contradicts.     It  will  not  give  the  peculiar  privileges  of  a 
Quaker  to  an  infidel  or  a  s  cinian.     It  will  not  hold  property  de- 
voted to  a  true  church,  for  the  use  of  a  church  that  has  abandoned 
its  faith.     This  is  so  far  from  invading  the  rights  of  conscience,  that 
it  eherishes  their  best  interests  and  subserves  their  protection  ;  Or- 
thodoxy, therefore,  is  a  lawful  rule  of  property.     Our  law  cannot 
shut  its  vision  from  the  glaring  truth,  that  spiritual  churches  and  or- 
ders are  instituted  and  preserved  for  the  purposes  of  religion.     The 
worship  of  our  Creator  is  a  duty  recognized  by  human  law  and  pro- 
tected by  its  power.  But  it  follows  not,  that  a  court  of  law  is  hereby 
made  a  synod  to  settle  metaphysical  points  of  disputed  theology  ;  for 
in  this  case  there  is  a  grand  radical  principle  denied,  and  the  very 
root  and  foundation  of  Christianity  renounced.     Here  are  the  faithful 
friends  of  this  principle  seeking  protection  in  the  truth  from  its  ene- 
mies, who  could,  notwithstanding. their  inQdelity,  retain  those  tem- 
poral privileges  given  to  the  church  as  a  christian  church.     For  sup- 
pose a  gift  of  lands  made  to  a  christian  congregation  of  presbyterians 
or  episcopalians,  and  a  part  should  break  off — even  a  decided  majority 
-—and  violently  possessing  themselves  of  the  real  estate  of  that  church, 
and  erect  on  it  altars  to  Baal  or  to  Juggernaut,  would  not  a  court  of 
law  hear  this  case,  and  adjudge  against  this  heretical  party  ?    It  may 
be  said,  this  is  a  strong  case,  but  it  illustrates  the  great  principle  in 
9  Mass.  Rep.  p.  277. 

The  lands  were  not  acquired  for  such  worship,  their  use  is  per- 
verted, and  must  be  restored  ;  so  that  those  who  deny  the  Saviour 
and  rob  him  of  his  glory  are  not  of  the  number  of  those  for  whom 
the  society  of  Friends  acquired  this  property.  But  independently  of 
apostasy  from  the  faith,  how  stands  this  question  in  reference  to  the 
ecclesiastical  discipline  and  authority  which  they  have  violated? 
We  have  shown  a  yearly  meeting  in  Philadelphia,  established  fot 
more  than  a  century  and  a  half,  whose  meelvn^s  Vv^\^  >Q«RiXi^^\)xv^% 
that  loag  period  to  the  present  day,  held  regaXarVy  wyww^vc^^^o'^^ 
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adjournments  recorded  on  its  minutes.  We  have  shown  that  io  its 
doctrines  and  in  its  discipline  it  conforms  to  the  faith  of  the  Friends 
as  contained  in  their  books  of  religious  instruction,  in  the  preiehiog 
of  their  ministers,  and  the  conversation  of  their  members.  We  hire 
shown  that  the  "  Hicksite**  party  hare  separated  from  this  yearly  meet- 
ing in  the  spirit  of  discord,  and  formed  a  new  yearly  meeting, co- 
vering the  same  ground  of  jurisdiction,  and  meeting  at  an  irregolir 
season. 

Now,  the  naked  question  is,  who  retains  the  property  ?  which 
must  be  regarded  as  proprietor  ?  We  approach  the  court  with 
the  exhibition  of  name,  character,  faith,  practice,  and  time  of  meet- 
ings, all  corresponding  with  that  identical  society  which  acquired  the 
property  it  thus  exhibits  its  claim  to  hold.  And  who  disputes  our 
claim  thus  securely  founded  ?  Why,  a  knot  of  schismatics,  formed 
out  of  disappointed  materials,  that  have  broken,  or  been  cut  off  fron 
the  ancient  stocks ;  a  community  of  irregular  members,  most  of 
them  disowned,  who  have  renounced  the  Bible  and  denied  their  Si- 
viour,  but  who  have  usurped  the  names  and  attributes  of  Friends^ 
and  would  take  from  them  the  funds  of  a  regular  christian  society  . 
who  acknowledge  the  word  of  God  as  their  guide,  and  the  divioi 
Redeemer  as  their  only  hope.  If  individual  members  by  a  denial  of 
these  doctrines  lose  the  character  and  privileges  of  Friends,  can  a 
whole  body  abjure  them  for  dangerous  and  destructive  heresies,  and 
yet  entitle  themselves  to  the  privileges  and  property  of  this  religious 
society  ?  In  a  word,  can  an  infidel  community,  a  congregation  of 
free-thinkers,  claim  and  enjoy  the  ecclesiastical  rights  appertaining  to 
a  christian  protestant  church  ?  It  is  a  conservative  principle  sus- 
tained by  the  law  of  self-preservation,  and  must  be  enforced,  or 
no  society  can  possibly  subsist.  This  inflicts  no  violence  upon  con- 
science. It  only  counteracts  hypocrisy,  and  refuses  to  tolerate  a 
man's  claiming  the  benefits  of  an  association  to  the  principles  of 
which  he  is  hostile.  That  the  property  must  remain  where  it  first 
attached,  is  supported  by  numerous  decisions.  9  Mass.  277.  Here 
a  court  of  law  took  cognizance  of  an  ecclesiastical  case,  approved  the 
grounds  of  its  decision,  and  sustained  them.  4  Mass.  539.  If  a 
part  of  the  territory  and  inhabitants  of  a  town,  be  separated  from  it 
by  annexation  to  another,  or  by  erection  of  a  new  corporation,  the 
former  corporation  still  retains  all  its  property,  powers,  rights,  and 
privileges,  and  bound  by  all  its  contracts,  &c.  10  Mass.  97.  The 
estate,  in  lands  appropriated  to  the  benefit  of  a  parish,  or  religious 
society,  by  whatever  description  incorporated,  remains  with  the 
residue  of  the  original  parish,  or  society,  and  is  not,  in  any  manner, 
transferred,  or  distributed,  by  a  separation,  or  change,  amone  the 
members,  or  in  the  territorial  limits  of  the  corporation.  15  Masi 
464.  Although  a  majority  of  a  town  become  members  of  other 
denominations  or  persuasions,  yet  the  lands  go  to  the  minister,  who 
is  of  the  ordei;  of  iVve  m\u\s^t  \)ftaX  -w^'i  ^x^x.  «^\x\»4^  or  when  the 
Jandfl  first  vested.  To  iVve  awne^tvck^siv^fc,  \^>\m%.  \^».%  'i\^sx.•5Ki^ 
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Blighs.  R.  529.  We  have  a  course  of  uniform  decisions  in  our  own 
■tate,  that  fully  supports  the  positions  on  which  we  have  relied.  I 
will  briefly  advert  to  them  :  about  the  year  1800,  a  bill  in  chancery 
was  filed  by  the  prcsbyterian  congregation  of  Metuchin,  against  the 

Sesbyterian  congrega^on  of  Woodbridge,  both  in  the  county  of 
iddlesexy  for  its  share  of  the  church  property.  These  congrega- 
tions hady  some  years  before,  formed  but  one,  and  that  was  Wood- 
bridge — and  when  so  subsisting,  as  a  united  society,  the  property  in 
question  was  acquired.  Metuchin  had  afterwards,  and  with  the  con- 
tent of  Woodbridge,  separated  from  it,  and  formed  a  new  presbyte- 
rian  congregation.  Here,  then,  was  a  new  society  formed,  without 
any  departures  from  faith  or  discipline,  and  it  deemed  its  claim  a 
very  strong  one,  in  a  court  of  equity,  to  its  just  proportion  of  the 
ehurch  lands  and  property.  But  the  court  of  chancery,  after  elabo- 
rate argument,  decreed  against  its  claims,  and  this  court  of  appeals 
affirmed  the  decree  of  the  chancellor. 

The  next  case  was  also  in  chancery.  Pompton  against  Pompton 
Plains,  These  were  two  Dutch  reformed  congregations,  that  had 
worshipped  together,  and  acquired  property  together.  Pompton 
Plains  was  the  elder  church,  and  after  an  amicable  separation,  solely 
for  the  purposes  of  the  more  convenient  administration  of  religious 
aorvices.  Pompton  claims  of  Pompton  Plains  a  part  of  the  estate.  The 
ehancellor  decided  that  the  property  vested  in  the  congregation,  that 
was  first  formed ;  that  this  estate  was  a  trust  held  for  religious 
purposes,  and  devoted  to  the  uses  of  that  old  church  and  congregation. 

That  the  rights  of  individual  members,  or  any  greater  portion  of 
the  congregation,  were  subsisting  only  so  long  as  they  continued 
members  of  the  old  and  first  society — that  they  could  have  no  claim 
on  the  property  except  by  reason  of  their  membershipy  and  when 
that  ceased,  all  rights  to  any  part  of  this  trust-fund  ceased  also,  and 
he  accordingly  decided  against  the  new  congregation  and  dismissed 
their  bill. 

The  next  case  was  in  the  supreme  court  of  New  Jersey,  usually 
known  as  the  Amboy  church  case,  cited  by  my  colleague,  where  the 
court  adjudged,  that  those  members  of  that  church,  who  refused  to 
conform  to  the  rules  and  usages  of  the  prcsbyterian  church,  could  not 
have  a  voice  in  the  election  of  officers. 

The  last  case  in  our  state,  is  a  very  strong  one  on  the  second  point 
raised  in  this  cause — it  is  reported  in  7  Halstead,  where,  in  the 
Dutch  reformed  church,  a  new  organization  of  church  judicatories 
had  been  created,  within  the  bounds  of  the  existing  church.  It  was 
denominated  the  true  reformed  Dutch  church,  and  professed  to  be 
regulated  by  the  same  discipline,  and  to  conform  to  the  same  reli- 
gious faith,  with  the  old  church — but  it  was  a  new  society ^  that  had 
detached  itself  from  the  parent  stock.  The  supreme  court,  with  en-^ 
tire  concurrence  of  views  in  all  the  judges,  decided^  that  the  ^to^tv*) 
in  dispute,  was  a  trust  held  for  the  old  chuTcVi,  ^xid  tx^vA^  xvqX\a  ^v- 
verted  to  other  objects^  or  applied  to  other  \i\\j&r^\&.    T\v^V.V5c\».>xn«. 


reformed  Dutch  church  might  separate;  but  when  they  left  the  an- 
cient society,  they  left  behind  all  the  privileges,  rights,  and  property 
which  appertained  to  that  society,  before  their  separation  ;  thit  the 
fund  was  an  entire  one,  and  could  not  be  cut  up,  with  any  di?isiott 
of  the  original  church  into  fractions,  and  gav^  judgment  against  the 
new  society.  Thus  your  honours  perceive,  that  by  well  considered 
adjudications,  we  have  really  established  a  common  law  upon  thii 
^momentous  subject  In  our  three  highest  tribunals,  the  court  of 
appeals,  the  chancery,  and  the  supreme  court,  this  great  rale  of  peace 
and  order,  has  been  applied  to  other  christian  denominations ;  and  is 
it  now,  after  thirty  years  experience  of  its  salutary  benefits,  to  be 
disturbed  ?  I  trust  not.  For  if  it  be^  the  security  of  every  religioin^ 
charitable,  and  literary  institution  in  the  country,  will  be  shaken. 
Hence  it  is,  that  your  deliberations  are  regarded  with  such  inteoie 
interest  and  concern ;  and  I  must  cherish  the  humble  confidence, 
that  the  decree  to  be  rendered,  will  only  tend  still  further  to 
strengthen  the  foundations  of  truth  and  virtue,  religion  and  order* 

The  counsel  and  witnesses  in  this  cause,  have  adopted  a  strange 
course  of  reasoning.  Suppose  the  disorders  of  which  they  so  unjostl^ 
complain,  really  existed,  do  they  furnish  reasons  for  separation? 
They  are  breaches  of  discipline,  reply  the  gentlen^en!  Why  then, 
enforce  your  discipline;  bring  its  wholesome  rules  to  bear  upon  the 
delinquent,  and  the  transgressor.  Oh!  no!  says  Abraham  Lower, 
we  must  break  up ;  discipline  is  not  made  for  revolutions,  but  for 
quiet  times. 

Sirs,  this  book  w(is  framed  for  troublous  times,  it  was  the  palla- 
dium to  preserve  the  fabric  in  seasons  of  peril  and  of  storm.  That 
crisis  has  come ;  the  tempest  has  broken  on  their  heads,  and  driven 
its  tumultuous  billows  all  over  their  quiet  resting  places,  and  among 
their  vines  and  fig-trees.  The  tried  and  faithful  followers  of  this 
faith,  have  gathered  round  their  principles,  and  to  these,  as  to  a  tried 
anchor,  they  have  fastened  their  hopes.  Thus  far  their  trembling 
bark  has  met  the  storm,  and  still  rides  upon  its  loudest  billows;  and 
I  trust,  through  that  Grood  Spirit  who  controls  the  warring  eiementa, 
and  the  aid  of  this  honourable  court,  that  it  will  soon  be  borne  into 
the  haven  of  peace. 

The  court  adjourned. 


Friday  morning* 

Mb.  Southard^  in  behalf  of  the  appellants: 

It  is  not  my  practice,  as  your  honours  well  know,  while  represent- 
ing the  interests  of  my  clients,  to  bespeak  from  the  court  their 
iavourable  attention,  either  for  my  cause  or  for  myself.  But  surely^ 
10  this  casCi  I  might  be  fetrnvX)^  \o  ^^^tv.  lusrac^  \sv^  wsual  course. 


681 

The  principles  here  iDvolved  are  of  such  magnitude  as  to  affect  not 
the  parties  before  the  court  alone,  but  the  interests  of  thousands  of 
our  fellow  citizens  to  an  indefinable  extent;  and  not  for  the  present 
time  only,  but  the  time  which  is  to  come.  Their  importance  is  shown 
by  the  agitated  countenances  of  the  multitudes,  who,  day  after  day, 
for  twenty  successive  days,  have  listened  with  solicitous  attention  to 
the  proceedings. 

It  will  not  appear  strange  if,  on  such  an  occasion,  I  declare,  that 
the  argument  is  a  burden,  which  I  feel  that  I  am  not  now  fit  to  bear. 
Nor  is  my  difiSculty  diminished  by  the  manner  in  which  those  op« 
posed  to  me  have  conducted  the  discussion.  They  have  shown  an 
ingenuity,  and  power  in  argument,  conjoined  with  a  manly,  admired, 
and  sympathy-exciting  eloquence,  which  may  have  been  equalled  on 
former  occasions,  but  which  have  not  been  surpassed.  I  should  de- 
spond if  not  sustained  by  a  confidence  in  the  strength  of  my  cause  as 
exhibited  by  my  coadjutor.  The  grounds  which  he  maintained  have 
been  assailed,  but  have  not  been  overthrown.  They  remain  my  re- 
fuge and  my  clients^  defence  and  hope. 

In  the  investigation  of  the  question,  I  shall  endeavour  to  separate 
the  disciplinary  from  the  religious  matters.  Unless  we  keep  them 
distinct,  and  carefully  inquire  j'ir^/  into  the  facts,  instead  of  the  relU 
gious  questions,  our  views  will  necessarily  become  confused  and  un- 
eertain. 

I  first  ask  attention  to  the  subject  matter  of  the  controversy.  It 
is  part  of  a  school  fund  which  Friends  at  Crosswicks  provided  for 
the  education  of  their  own  children.  It  was  created  in  the  year 
1792.  It  was  created  by  a  subscription  of  the  individuals  living  in 
that  neighbourhood,  and  belonging  to  one  association.  In  the  year 
1795,  it  was  increased  by  another  subscription,  of  the  same  indivi- 
duals. None  living  out  of  that  particular  neighbourhood  were  con* 
tributors.  It  was  further  increased  by  a  portion  of  the  quarterly 
meeting  stock,  which  was  of  the  same  character  as  the  subscription. 
The  quarterly  meeting  had  a  stock  created  by  the  subordinate 
branches,  or  rather  by  the  members  of  the  subordinate  branchesi 
which  stock,  not  being  called  for  by  the  necessities  of  the  quarter, 
was  divided  among  the  subordinate  branches,  in  proportion  to  their 
contributions.  It  was  thus  a  returning  back  of  its  own,  when  it  came 
to  Chesterfield,  and  not  a  gift  from  others.  It  was  not  a  donation,  it 
was  not  a  gratuity,  but  a  return  of  money  contributed  by  themselves 
and  which  was  not  wanted  for  the  purposes  for  which  it  had  been 
contributed. 

A  small  part  of  the  fund  was  also  derived  from  the  sale  of  a  meeting 
house  in  Burlington  belonging  to  the  quarterly  meeting:  but,  as  tliat 
meeting  house  had  been  erected  for  the  use  of  the  quarterly  meeting  by 
the  members  of  the  subordinate  meetings,  it  belonged  in  part  to  the 
subscribers  to  the  school  fund  in  Crosswicks.  3  Gou^h^  Vl^^  V^^ 
Thus,  the  whole  fund  was  created  by  the  people  VvVvtv^  \\i(^\Q!9BpMNs^>A'k 
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and  for  purposes  in  which  they  only^  and  not  others^  had  an  inte- 
rest. 

Forty-two  subscribers  gave        -        -        -  £  425     8    4 
Quarterly  meeting  stock  -        -         -         54  18    44 

£  580     6     8| 

Nor  is  this  fund  of  the  character  given  to  it  by  the  first  learned 
counsel  who  spoke  on  the  part  of  Joseph  Hendrickson.  He  described 
it  as  a  trusty  having  all  the  honours  of  antiquity  about  it,  and  as  if  thoae 
who  formed  it  were  long  since  in  their  graves.  It  is  not  sa  It  was 
created  in  1792,  and  eight  of  the  subscribers  are  now  living  there,  and 
essentially  concerned  in  this  controversy.  2d  vol.  Evid.  Appendii 
470.  The  children  of  many  of  the  others  are  also  now  living,  and 
were  living  when  the  fund  was  created  for  their  individual  use  and 
benefit.  We  do  not  debate  about  a  fund  derived  from  antiquity,  but 
about  our  oum  fundy  created  by  ourselves.  And  the  question  is, 
shall  we  be  prevented  from  using  our  own  money,  upon  an  allega- 
tion, that  the  principle  of  law  will  thereby  be  violated,  which 
declares,  that  trusts  are  not  to  be  perverted  from  their  original  pur- 
poses. 

It  will  be  perceived  that  a  large  portion  of  the  remarks  of  the 
counsel,  were  calculated  to  mislead.  It  is  a  fund,  as  we  have  shown, 
which  wt  have  created.  The  objects  for  which  it  was  created,  we 
shall  see  presently.  The  inquiry  is,  how  is  it  to  be  used,  and  who 
has  a  right  to  use  it? 

The  objects  of  the  fund  are  stated  in  the  instrument  by  which  it 
was  created.  That  paper  has  been  frequently  read,  and  it  is  not  ne- 
cessary to  repeat  the  terms  or  uses  which  are  found  in  the  face  of  it 
But  it  is  evident  it  has  more  objects  than  have  been  looked  at  by  the 
opposite  party.  It  is  not  a  fund  for  the  education  of  the  poor  alaru* 
It  is  not  a  fund  which  can  only  be  touched  for  purposes  of  charity. 

I  admit  that  it  is  for  the  education  of  the  poor  to  a  certain  extent: 

but  it  is  also  for  the  support  of  a  school  in  which  others  are  edu* 

cated.     That  school  at  Crosswicks  was  not  created  by  this  fund.    It 

was  in  existence  before  this  fund  was  subscribed ;  and  the  frst  ob' 

ject  of  the  subscription  was  the  support  of  that  school. 

It  is  to  be  paid  <<  to  Samuel  Middleton,  treasurer  of  the  scliool  in 
Crosswicks  aforesaid,  on,  &c.,  or  to  his  successor  or  successors  in 
oflfice."     Ev.  vol.  2,  p.  412. 

That  school  then,  was  already  in  existence,  and  it  was  for  support 
of  that  school.  Now,  was  this  fund  intended  for  the  poor  alone,  or 
for  all  who  in  that  particular  society  contributed  to  its  formation? 

The  instrument  says : 

<<  The  interest  or  annuity  is  to  be  applied  to  the  education  of  socb 
children  as  now  do,  or  hereafter  should  belong  to  the  preparative 
meeting,  whose  pareuta  axe  uo\.^  ox  ^^  wi\.>Qfc  ^^  ^vULy  to  pay  fof 
their  education." 


[s  that  the  whole  object  of  the  fund? 

<  In  case  the  whole,  or  any  part  thereof  shall  not  be  wanted  for 
ih  purpose,  then,  and  in  that  case,  the  said  interest  or  income,  or 
h  part  thereof  as  shall  not  be  so  wanted,  is  to  be  applied  to  such 
ler  uses  of  the  said  school  or  schools,  now,  or  hereafter  to  be  erect- 
,  by  the  said  meeting,  as  the  said  trustees  now,  or  hereafter  to  be 
K>inted,  or  a  majority,  to  consist  of  not  less  than  five  of  them,  shall 
nk,  will  best  answer  the  design  of  the  institution." 
Al  part  was  to  be  devoted  to  the  education  of  the  poor.     If  the  whole 
a  not  wanted  for  this  purpose,  then  it  was  to  be. devoted  to  the 
ication  of  the  children  of  the  subscribers.     Suppose  an  instance,  and 
t  an  improbable  one,  in  which  there  should  not  be  one  person  in 
t  society  in  that  neighbourhood  so  poor,  as  not  to  be  able  to  edu- 
fi  his  children.     Suppose  none  required  the  assistance  of  the  fund, 
IS  it  not  to  be  used?  On  the  face  of  the  instrument  it  was  then  de- 
ted  to  the  education  of  the  children  of  the  subscribers.     Probably 
was  the  fact  at  that  time,  and  perhaps  afterwards,  that  there  was 
t  one  member  of  the  meeting  who  was  not  able  to  educate  his  own 
ildren.     It  is  so  in  many  meetings  in  this  society.     My  conclusion 
^,  is  this.     This  is  a  subscription  for  the  benefit  of  the  subscribers 
d  their  children ;  not  such  a  trust  as  has  been  argued  on  the  oppo- 
e  side.     It  is  not  devoted  to  charitable  uses,  and  to  charitable  uses 
ly.     It  was  intended  for  the  education  of  the  children  of  the  sub- 
ribers,  and  the  support  of  their  own  school  then  in  existence,  which 
sy  had  created,  and  which  it  is  not  pretended  that  any  others  have 
right  to  direct  or  control.     The  books  and  authorities  quoted  by 
B  opposite  counsel,  do  not,  therefore,  apply  here.     It  is  not  neces- 
y  to  go  back  to  the  civil  law,  and  the  comments  on  the  statute 
Elizabeth,  to  learn  to  whom  the  fund  belongs,  and  should  be  ad- 
]ged.     It  belongs  to  us,  and  we  have  as  much  right  of  control 
er  it,  as  over  our  other  property.     There  is  in  the  subscription  no 
mission  that  other  persons  are  to  be  benefited  by  it,  or  that  it  is 
escheat  in  any  event,  and  go  to  the  good  of  the  country,  or  of  the 
ctety,  or  to  any  other  persons  there  or  elsewhere. 
The  fund  was  created  by  the  members  of  the  preparative  meeting, 
Crosswicks  ;  and  the  surplus  is  now  in  possession  of  a  treasurer  of 
at  preparative  meeting.     By  the  terms  of  the  subscription,  (Ap- 
ndix,  p.  412,)  the  treasurer  of  the  preparative  meeting  of  the  sub- 
'ibers,  was  to  hold  and  put  out  the  money,  as  the  trustees,  or  a 
ijority  of  them  should  direct  him.     How  then  was  the  treasurer 

possession?  the  answer  is,  that  he  was  a  mere  agent;  and  if  the 
3ney  was  to  be  loaned,  he  was  to  take  the  instrument  or  obliga- 
in,  but  could  not  dispose  of  one  dollar  by  his  own  motion.  Every 
L  was  to  be  under  the  control  of  the  trustees;  and  when  money  was 

be  loaned,  every  direction  was  to  be  made  by  the  majority  of 
istees.     I  shall  hereafter  consider  the  majority  question)  «&  vV.Va& 
en  called^  in  its  genera]  bearing.     Here  vVve  inajorit)|  oj  iKft  troA- 
s  are  to  decide.     '*  Applied  to  such  oVhet  uaea  ol  xJcifc  «a\^  ^sicv^s^ 
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or  schools,  now  or  hereafter  to  be  erected  by  the  said  meeting,  as  the 
said  trustees  now  or  hereafter  to  be  appointed,  or  a  majority,  to  con- 
sist of  not  less  than  five  of  them,  shall  think  will  best  answer  the 
design  of  the  institution." 

Now,  then,  this  fund  was  not  only  to  be  devoted  to  this  objeet, 
but  was  to  be  under  the  direction  of  the  trustees,  and  a  majority  were 
to  dispose  of  it,  as  they  should  think  best^  and  they  were  not  to 
refer  to  the  preparative  meeting,  much  less  to  the  monthly  meetiaf^ 
the-  quarterly  meeting,  or  the  yearly  meeting;  nor  was  the  treasurer 
amenable  to  any  other  meeting  than  the  preparative,  upon  the  r> 
port  of  the  tmstees. 

New  trustees  were  to  be  appointed  annually.  They  were  ip- 
pointed  annually:  and,  after  their  appointment,  had  the  fund  under 
eontrol:  and,  as  often  as  they  appointed  a  treasurer,  held  a  right  to 
control  it  as  they,  not  as  he  thought  best;  according  to  their  discre- 
tion, not  the  discretion  of  the  treasurer,  or  of  any  other  persons. 

There  is  a  public  body  now  in  being  who  are  to  use  this  faod 
We  shall  see  who  this  body  are,  who  have  the  right  to  use  it  They 
Itad  an  existence,  not  arising  from  party  movements,  but  from  the 
movement  of  the  whole  body  of  the  society  at  Crosswicks:  and  it  is 
from  them,  that  an  attempt  is  made  to  take  away  the  fund. 

The  fund  was  instituted  for  the  benefit  of  the  subscribers.  Thm 
is  nothing  in  the  instrument  which  can  be  construed  into  an  admis* 
sion,  that  others  are  to  have  the  control  of  it  Nor  is  the  absurd 
proposition  to  be  found  in  it,  that  there  is,  in  any  event,  to  be  ao 
escheat  to  the  government,  or  to  any  other  body  of  men,  there  or 
elsewhere. 

In  1828,  the  preparative  meetings  who  were  the  subscribers^  hid 
with  them  the  trustees  who  had  been  regularly  appointed^  and 
they  then  chose  Stacy  Decow  their  treasurer.  The  legality  of  his 
election  is  not  questioned  as  to  its  forms,  or  the  circumstances  under 
which  it  was  made,  except  on  account  of  the  secession  oT  a  minority 
of  the  meeting,  which  will  hereafter  be  considered.  No  questioo 
therefore  arises,  as  to  the  time  or  manner  of  his  election.  The  time 
tfnd  manner  were  proper  and  legal,  if  the  withdrawal  of  the  minority 
did  not  invalidate  it  Decow  now  claims  the  money,  not  for  him- 
self, but  for  them.  I  repeat  it,  and  it  is  undeniable,  in  1828,  when 
this  controversy  assumed  its  present  character,  these  trustees  were 
at,  and  with  the  preparative  meeting,  and  that  meeting  upon  the  re- 
port, and  with  the  assent  of  those  trustees,  then  and  there  appointed 
Stacy  Decow  treasurer. 

A  minority  in  the  meeting  having  differed  with  the  majority,! 
care  not  for  what  reasons,  withdrew  from  that  majority,  leaving  be- 
hind them  the  trustees  and  the  property.  Here  my  clients  stand  od 
imposing  ground.  The  body,  the  whole  body  was  there.  The 
trustees  were  tlierc.  Who  has  withdrawn  ?  Who  are  the  seceders? 
How  can  our  opponenXs  leW  w%  w^  vc^  >^cv^  ^fet^^\^1  Aa.  this  point 
we  are  invested  with  l\\e  civtacwXfct  ol  >jRa  wv^xm^^^«o^^^4. 
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e  preparative  meeting  in  its  full  authority.  In  relation  to  this 
msaetion,  no  legal  power  can  call  in  question  the  rights  of  my 
ients. 

In  this  place  it  is  proper  to  remark,  that,  when  this  minority  went 
ray^  they  carried  with  them  but  twenty-nine  of  the  original  inem* 
rs  as  their  representatives,  and  left  behind  them  fifty-five.  (Ap- 
indiXy  p.  470. )  They  carried  off  with  them  the  representatives  of 
bscriptions,  to  the  amount  of  eighty-four  pounds,  and  left  behind 
e  representattves  of  subscriptions,  to  the  amount  of  two  hundred 
id  fifty-five  pounds;  leaving  an  excess  of  one  hundred  and  seventy- 
le  pounds  on  our  side;  an  excess  which  is  greater  than  twice  the 
Qouht  of  their  contributions.  Our  subscription  papers  show,  that 
y  clients  were  in  regard  to  numbers,  two-thirds  of  the  whole;  and 
ith  regard  to  funds,  that  they  had  contributed  three-fourths.  Here, 
en,  this  minority,  seceding  of  their  own  accord,  withdrawing  vo- 
ntarily  from  the  meeting,  venture  to  come  into  a  court  of  justice, 
id  boldly  ask  you  for  the  whole,  because  the  majority,  the  meeting 
self,  will  not  surrender  to  them  their  rights.  Is  this  justice?  Is  it 
}DOur?  Is  it  equity? 

This  subscription  was  for  a  school.  Where  is  that  school?  You 
we  not  been  told  by  our  adversaries.  We  tell  you.  That  school 
as  in  existence  when  the  separation  took  place.  It  is  in  existence 
ow.  Who  has  the  control  of  it?  Who  devote  their  time  to  it,  dis- 
larging  all  the  duties  of  the  trust,  and  bearing  all  its  burdens? 
hese  Orthodox  gentlemen  give  it  no  care.  We  take  care  of  it 
here  we  place  our  infant  offspring  in  whom  all  our  hopes  centre, 
nd  to  it,  all  who  have  birth-right,  may  come;  and  if  poor,  will  be 
lucated  without  cost  It  is,  in  our  hands,  precisely  what  it  was 
itended  to  be,  and  what  the  subscription  requires  that  it  should  be; 
irying  in  no  one  particular,  from  what  it  was  before  the  minority 
iUidrew  from  us  ;  neither  in  discipline,  religious  faith,  nor  subjects 
id  mode  of  instruction.  And  yet  they  ask  that  these  funds  shall  be 
ken  away  from  us,  and  it,  and  given  to  others.  Is  this  honest?  Is  there 
legal  principle  which  can  require  it?  If  there  is  such  a  legal  prin- 
ple,  let  it  stand;  but  I  shall  remain  firm  in  my  conviction,  that  if 
ere  be,  it  is  a  violation  of  natural  justice. 

Mr.  Frelinghuysen.  I  hope -you  will  admit  that  there  is  a  school 
pported  by  the  opposite  party. 

Mr,  Southard,  It  is  not  so  stated  in  the  evidence  by  which  I  am 
vemed  in  my  observations. 

Mr.  Frelinghuysen,  It  is  not  so  stated  in  the  evidence — but  such 
the  fact 

Mr,  Southard,  If  there  be  such  a  school,  it  is  a  new  one,  created 
lee  this  controversy  arose  ;  not  the  school  for  which  the  subscrip- 
•ns  were  made.     One  kept,  not  in  the  house  prepared  for  this 
lool,  but  elsewhere  ;    a  partizan,  sectarian   seUooV,  v«\\v^^  >^<^ 
XiOTity  have  chosen  to  raise  up,  in  oppoa\t\ou  lo  \>[vv*, 'wVix^  ^** 
!  original  aad  only  school  of  the  society,  \u  \.Vv;it  tv^\^^^iOV«\vwA, 
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and  the  one  which  was  intended  to  be  benefited  by  this  fund.  The 
inquiry  results  in  this — is  the  fund  to  be  taken  away  from  those  tHio 
created  it?  This' minority  was  not  satisfied  to  settle  the  controfHif, 
in  an  amicable  way,  and  to  receive  their  proportionate  diare  of  the 
fund.  They  said  they  must  have  a  legal  controversy  about  it;  all 
or  none,  was  their  illiberal  demand. 

Mr.  Hendrickson,  who  represented  the  minority,  according 
brought  a  suit  to  take  away  this  money  from  the  majority,  and  bom 
this  school.  When  he  chose  to  bring  us  into  a  court  of  justice,  m 
had  to  follow  him.  It  was  no  act  of  ours.  Yet,  while  he  and  Ui 
friends  force  us  to  take  this  course,  they  avow  an  ununliingness  to 
litigation.  We  have  pointed  them  to  the  article  in  the  disciplioB^ 
which  prohibits  them  from  going  to  law  with  brethren.  How  do 
they  evade  it  ?  By  declaring  that  Shotwell,  who  happened  to  hafo 
the  money  in  his  hands  at  the  time,  was  not,  at  the  tnament  of  tk 
separation^  a  member  of  the  society  of  Friends.  But  whom  does 
Shotwell  represent  ?  When  they  brought  the  suit  against  him,  did 
they  not  bring  it  against  the  majority,  and  was  not  that  majority  of 
their  profession  ?  Were  they  not  Friends,  not  one  of  whom  hid 
been  disowned,  or  ceased  to  be  of  the  society  ?  It  is  a  mere^titUfe, 
put  upon  record,  unworthy  of  the  simplicity  of  Friends,  and  which 
will  stand  against  them  as  long  as  this  minority  and  their  soceesMii 
exist. 

We  offered  them  terms  for  the  settlement  of  this  controversy  ai 
Friends.  Our  offer  was  rejected.  Why  was  it  rejected  ?  I  will 
not  open  the  evidence  to  answer  this  question.  But  if  you  will  look 
into  the  testimony,  you  will  find  the  objection  offered  was,  in  nb- 
stance,  that  we  would  not  admit  that  we  are  seceders  and  heretica 
1  will  not  characterize  the  feeling  that  would  reject  an  offer  of  peace; 
an  effort  at  compromise,  on  such  a  ground. 

Another  objection  was,  that  we  did  not  address  them  as  the  pre* 
parative  meeting  of  Chesterfield,  thus  admitting  that  they  wcr 
right,  and  we  were  wrong.  They  knew  to  whom  the  offer  was  ad- 
dressed, but  because  it  was  not  in  the  precise  form  they  desired,  thej 
would  not  receive  it.  We  have  heard  of  proud  and  warlike  heroeii 
and  others,  who,  because  they  were  not  addressed  with  the  titha 
they  desired,  spurned  those  who  addressed  them.  One  I  recoUeet, 
and  only  one,  who  should  be  exempted  from  the  censure  which 
ought  to  be  passed  on  all  the  others.  I  mean,  the  father  of  our  coontry, 
who  once  refused  to  receive  a  communication  addressed  to  Gtwp 
Washington,  and  required  that  his  station  as  an  American  oScer 
should  be  recognized  by  the  British  authorities.  But  he  spoke  for 
liberty  and  his  country.  T^t  was  not  the  feeling  here.  It  nay 
be  disputed  by  some,  that  it  was  not  to  liberty,  not  to  principle  or  to 
conscience,  the  Orthodox  looked,  but  to  property.  But  I  will  not 
further  remark  on  lV\e  (eeUtv^lhal  rejected  this  offer  of  compromise. 
In  makine  it,  we  acled  a»  Ytv^xv^^,  «i  ^^Vj  ^tv^w^^  ^^>\td  have 
done— aa  our  and  lW\t  4\ac\\A\ti^  wv^  V^vviL\v^«»T«>5wt^,  -s:^^ 
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thodox  in  rejeotingity  must  look  for  defence  to  other  examples  and 

other  principles.     But  they  have  rejected  it ;.  and  we  are  now  told 

by  them,  that  they  have  no  personal  interest  in  this  controversy, 

and  that  we  have  no  personal  interest  in  it.     They  seek  only  to 

aostain  their  religious  principles  and  character!    This  is  very  knight 

errantry,  in  the  garb  of  humble  piety.     We  disclaim  it    We  go 

not  into  a  court  of  justice  to  sustain  our  religious  principles^  and 

have  judgment  as  to  their  correctness.     Our  fathers  did  not  do  sa 

Low  as  they  may  place  our  motives ;  high  as  they  may  place  their 

own ;  we  have  not  yet  sought  to  sustain  our  religion,  by  calling  on 

the  arm  of  the  law ;  and  we  here  avow,  that  we  have  a  personal  and 

pecuniary  interest  in  this  controversy.     We  seek  to  secure  our 

money  ;  and  we  shall  earnestly  contend  that  we  have  not  forfeited 

it,  and  could  not,  under  our  institutions^  by  any  abandonment  of 

our  religious  faith.     We  Cannot  say  that  we  should  have  gone  to 

hw  for  our  religious  principles*;  to  establish  the  doctrines  of  the 

ancient  society  of  Friends ;  we  should  have  been  willing  to  live  on, 

exhibiting  our  principles  by  our  lives,  and  left  to  the  Orthodox  all 

their  rights,  possessions,  and  principles. 

In  passing  over  this  part  of  the  case,  I  must  remind  you  of  a  fact, 
Btrangely  inconsistent  with  the  professions  held  out  by  them,  of 
having  no  personal  interest  in  this  controversy.  When  they  with- 
drew from  the  meeting  house,  at  Crosswicks,  Samuel  Craft,  an  agent 
and  leader  of  the  Orthodox  party,  gave  the  majority  the  emphatic 
warning,  that  they  relinquished  none  of  the  rights  they  were  entitled 
la  At  such  a  time,  what  meant  that  warning?  What  rights?  rights  of 
leligion  ?  rights  of  conscience  ?  Nothing  that  we  could  do  would 
afiect  them.  No,  but  rights  of  property,  which  the  society  of 
Friends,  and  the  monthly  meeting  may  claim.  Put  this  and  that  to-  • 
gether.  They  had  been  instructed  by  some  legal  adviser,  that  it  was 
proper  for  them,  if  they  wished  to  retain  a  claim  to  the  property,  to 

E've  this  warning  on '  withdrawing  from  the  majority.  They  had 
sen  told  that  they  must  give  this  notice,  if  they  wished  to  prosecute 
for  the  property,  in  a  court  of  justice  ;  and  now  they  profess  that 
their  object  is  to  maintain  their  religious  principles  alone.  They 
had  their  eye  fixed  upon  the  property,  and  acted  by  legal  advice ; 
and  as  they  did  here,  so  have  they  done  in  most,  perhaps  all  other 
cases,  where  they  separated.  They  were  willing  to  lose  none  of 
their  rights ;  and  for  their  rights  they  look,  not  inward — into  the 
body  of  the  society ;  but  are  willing  to  claim  them  from  an  external 
source.  They  seek  to  connect  themselves  with  a  society  in  Phila- 
delphia and  in  London,  and  thence  infer,  that  they  have  a  right  to 
the  property ;  as  if  it  had  been  subscribed  for  the  benefit  of  strangers, 
and  was  ultimately  to  be  controlled  by  those  who  are  not  even  of  our 
country  and  nation.  In  this  most  exciting  case,  the  minority  deduce 
their  rights  solely  from  their  connexion  with  an  exterTvol  ^^od.*^  ^ 
and  thus  tr^  to  take  from  us  our  properly,  ou  VS^e  ^tomtv^  o^  ^  ^k^* 
Uvl  over  us  by  that  body  whose  power,  \u  \i\vti  Te»Jfc^^^  '^^  ^d»'^'^ 
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acknowledged.  In  the  instrument  establishing  that  fund,  there  is 
no  acknowledgment  of  an  obligation  of  an  external  nature.  Tbete 
is  nothing  like  it  in  the  nature  of  the  trust,  in  its  words  or  in  its  ob- 
ject. 1  find  no  such  thing  written  in  the  bond,  as  that  they  are  to 
hold  it  as  long  as  the  preparative  meeting  will  let  them,  as  long  u 
the  monthly  meeting  will  let  them,  as  long  as  the  quarterly  meeting 
will  let  them,  or  as  Jong  as  the  yearly  meeting  will  let  them.  Ait 
lawyer,  I  must  look  into  the  instrument  to  find  the  conditions  of  the 
fund.  I  find  in  it,  no  acknowledgment  of  this  kind.  One  cooditioo 
which  gives  this  cause  its  magnitude  is  this,  that  you  are  called  on  to 
take  ail  the  property  from  one  society,  and  give  it  to  another;  from 
the  Friends,  and  give  it  to  the  Orthodox,  and  upon  a  principle  too, 
which  may,  eventuall}^  carry  it  entirely  from  those  in  this  stale  who 
profess  the  faith  of  Quakers.  If  you  confirm  the  decision  of  the 
court  below,  it  will  be  on  a  principle  whidti  will  subject  all  the  other 
property  of  my  clients  to  a  like  forfeiture.  It  applies  to  all  their 
meeting  houses,  their  school  houses,  their  school  funds,  nay,  to  the 
grave  yards,  where  lie  the  remains  of  their  ancestors.  It  will  leave 
the  agitated  men  we  see  around  us  no  roof  to  cover  them,  but  the 
heavens,  while  they  unitedly  worship  their  God.  It  will  leave  them 
no  school  house  in  which  to  educate  their  children.  It  will  leave 
them  without  a  cemetery  for  their  dead.  They  cannot  surrender  all 
these  without  a  struggle.  They  Cannot  submit  to  have  the  best  fed- 
ings  of  their  hearts  trodden  down  by  power,  without  deprecating 
the  tyranny,  and  urging  on  this  and  every  other  tribunal,  that  there 

.can  be  no  principle  of  law  so  unbending  and  ferocious  as  to  demand  it, 
till  that  human  power,  from  which  there  is  no  appeal,  shall  say  to 
them,  "depart ;"  they  will  seek  to  maintain  their  rights. 

I  hope  to  save  the  law  from  the  reproach  of  such  a  decree ;  and  in 
the  efibrt  I  shall  but  follow  out  the  feelings  of  those  I  represent— 
act  in  consistency  with  the  history  of  this  religious  people.  I  speai 
from  historical  facts.  They  early  had  divisions.  In  the  time  of 
Penn  and  Fox,  there  was  a  division  in  the  society,  and  the  party 
who  went  off, called  "Separatists,^^ cast  back  on  the  majority  the  impu- 
tation that  they  had  refused  them  burial  and  usurped  their  property. 
The  majority  replied,  that  it  was  false  and  untrue.  They  said,  in 
substance,  we  have  the  majority,  but  you  have  rights  of  properly 
which  we  respect,  and  we  are  perfectly  willing,  if  you  will  receive  it, 
to  permit  you  to  take  your  full  proportion  of  what  can  be  divided,  and 
your  relative  share  of  the  value  of  that  which  cannot  If  the  court 
desire  to  see  the  details,  they  will  be  found  in  2d  Penn,  192,212,  in 
Story's  Journal,  655  and  666,  and  in  Griffith's  Journal,  230  and  231, 
and  Judas  and  the  Jews  Combined,  small  quarto,  1673,  p.  36  and  37. 
Penn  himself  answered  the  Separatists,  that  Friends  never  desired 
their  part  of  this  collection,  nor  refused  to  repay  it,  but  were  ready 
to  /;e  quit  with  them  when  Ihcy  pleased. 
Tiiomas  Story,  \u  V\\a  tiov\\^ts;i\Aou  \n\^  \jksx^  Vsk^csd^le^  lay* 

doivu  the  principle  wViidi  xVie^  uv"^^"^^,  VW\.\w^  ii^%  \«jv.^^v.Ns^ 
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protects  property.  So  John  Griffith  declares,  that  law  cannot  alien- 
ate without  an  equivalent,  and  that  when  property  is  taken,  Friends 
may  not  actively  resist,  but  passively  sufler,  that  the  iniquity  of  the 
law  may  appear  and  he  removed. 

It  was  the  principle  of  Friends  then,  that  property  should  not  be 
taken  without  an  equivalent.  It  is  our  principle  now.  Would  it 
were  the  principle  of  our  adversaries. 

Another  case  which  has  been  often  alluded  to  for  other  purposes, 
u  that  of  the  controversy  with  George  Keith.  We  have  not  the 
slightest  evidence  of  any  dispute  about  property  on  that  occasion. 
Keith  carried  off  a  large  part  of  the  society  with  him.  In  some 
places  his  friends  were  the  majority,  and  took  possession  of  the  pro- 
perty. Was  there  a  contest  about  that  property,  on  behalf  of  prin- 
ciplo  ?  of  the  society  ?  of  conscience  ?  No,  no.  Quakerism  then 
said,  let  them  hold  it.     We  will  not  contend  for  it  in  a  court  of  law. 

Notwithstanding  all  this — of  our  being  the  majority — of  our  having 
possession  of  the  principles  and  practice  of  Friends,  it  has  been  de- 
cided that  the  minority  is  entitled  to  the  whole  ot  this  money.  It 
has  been  decided  that  the  majority  are  to  lose  it,  and,,  losing  it,  to 
lose  all  the  other  property  which,  for  a  century  and  a  half,  has  been 
gathered  for  the  use  of  the  society.  The  principle  of  the  decision  is, 
that  Friends  have  forfeited  their  right  to  the  whole  and  every  part 
of  it.  This  decision  is  made  by  one  of  the  learned  judges  on  the 
ground  that  we  have  left  our  religion  ;  and  by  the  other  on  the 
ground  that  we  have  separated  ourselves  from  the  government  of 
'the  church,  which  was  our  only  legal  protection  in  its  enjoyment. 
Against  such  decision  we  appeal — we  earnestly  protest,  and  in  the 
aajne  of  the  best  feelings  of  our  nature,  and  of  justice  and  of  law,  we 
ask  that  it  may  be  reversed.  It  is  a  decision  which  lays  waste  our 
civil  and  our  religious  character — which  plunders  us  of  the  earnings 
of  our  industry,  and  fastens  on  u^  the  imputation  of  punishable  mis- 
conduct and  religious  heresy. 

It  is  our  burden  to  show  that  the  decree  producing  these  effects,  is 
inequitable,  unjust,  and  illegal — and  the  burden  is  severely  felt,  on 
account  of  the  men  who  pronounced  it.  One  of  them  still  lives,  and 
long  may  he  live,  honoured,  and  justly  honoured,  for  his  talents  and 
his  virtues.  Of  the  other,  you  have  heard  how  he  lived  and  how  he 
departed.  I  will  not,  I  cannot  quarrel  with  the  eloquent  description 
which  the  learned  counsel  has  given  of  the  circumstances  of  his  de- 
cease, although  it  was  intended  to  affect  your  feelings,  when  your 
judgment  should  alone  have  been  addressed.  I  do  not  yield  to  him 
or  any  one,  in  respect  either  for  the  man  or  the  judge.  He  said  that 
the  gloom  which  then  overspread  our  state,  became  a  dee])cr  gloom 
when  the  death  of  the  chief  justice  was  announced.  It  is  true.  He 
said  also,  the  chief  justice  might  be  considered  as  having  almost  sealed 
the  decision  with  his  blood.  I  do  not  perceive  the  ^ro\^vl<iV^  ^^  NJosi 
remarki  He  lYied,  it  is  true,  soon  after  \\^  y^^^^^^^^^^^'^^^'^^V^'^'^^'^'k 
ia  the  full  vigour  of  life,  of  virtue,  of  menVuA  ^ow^v,  ^vw'X  \\\>i^^  \^w^ 
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conviction  that  he  had  decided  this  case  tecording  to  the  best  ud 
soundest  principles  of  law ;  but  he  was  not  ignorant  that  man  j  sound 
and  virtuous  men  dissented  from  him.  And  at  this  moment  I  bare 
to  rejoice,  that  he  knew  my  convictions  and  the  course  of  doty 
which  I  believed  lay  before  me — to  speak  boldy  and  firmly  of  hui 
errors.  I  shall  so  do.  I  shall  speak  as  becomes  hisfriend^  und  as  be 
himself  would  command,  if  he  was  here.  He  would  spurn  the  re- 
verence which  could  palsy  the  efforts  of  the  advocate  in  urging  the 
claims  of  his  clients.  He  would  rebuke  the  respect  which  in  such  a 
case  would  halt ;  and  would  disown  the  friendship  which  could  he- 
sitate to  exhibit  his  errors,  when  law  and  justice  were  in  question. 
Sirs,  he  was  a  safe  and  able  judge,  and  left  most  judges  longo  inter' 
vallo.  .  But  he  could  err :  and  no  man  was  more  conscious  of  the 
fact  None  that  I  ever  knew'*was  more  desirous  that  his  errors 
should  be  corrected.  He  loved  his  reputation  for  integrity  and  wis* 
dom,  but  he  loved  law  and  justice  more. 

I  believe  he  committed  many  errors  in  giving  this  decision,  tod 
it  is  my  purpose  to  show  them.  I  shall  do  it,  however,  with  reve- 
rence for  him  and  regard  for  his  reputation.  And  though  sometimes 
carried  forward  by  my  own  impetuous  feeling  in  argument,  I  bt?e 
no  fear  that  I  shall  on  this  occasion  need  apology  for  want  of  that  ^^ 
spect  which  I  sincerely  feel — of  that  friendship  which  was  my  pride 
while  he  lived,  and  is  my  consolation  since  his  death. 

In  approaching  this  decision,  it  is  cause  of  satisfaction  to  refleet, 
that  these  learned  judges  did  not  agree  in  the  views  they  took  of 
this  case.  By  their  opposition  to  each  other,  they  aid  in  the  inves- 
tigation of  their  errors.  United  they  might  be  irresistible  :  but  thej 
did  not,  and,  with  all  their  eflforts,  could  not  agree.  Chief  Justice 
Ewing  puts  his  decision  distinctly  on  the  ground,  that  the  yearly 
meeting  at  Arch-street  was  the  true  yearly  meeting,  and  thtt 
Friends  seceded  from  it,  and  thereby  forfeited  or  lost  their  rights. 
He  explicitly  avoids  all  questions  as  to  the  religious  doctrines  otthe 
parties.  The  first  learned  counsel  on  the  opposite  side,  has  intimated 
that  if  Justice  Ewing  had  spoken  on  the  subject  of  doctrines,  be 
would  have  been  with  them.  I  deny  it  It  is  an  inference  of  theirs 
only,  unsustaincd  by  any  declaration  of  his.  If  your  honours  will 
look  at  his  opinion  on  pages  40,  41,  52,  and  59,  you  will  find  a  clear 
and  explicit  denial  of  Chief  Justice  Ewing's  entering  on  an  investi- 

Sition  of  doctrines.     It  is  not  necessary  now  to  read  the  passages^ 
e  says  he  has  not  investigated  the  points  of  doctrine,  and  he  re- 
joices that  it  was  not  necessary. 

It  is  true,  he  says  the  Quakers  have  religious  doctrines,  and  these 
are  to  be  found  in  their  standard  works.  Well,  have  we  ever  de- 
nied it  ? — in  our  answer  ?  in  our  evidence  ?  in  our  argument  ?  YoQ 
would  think  from  the  remarks  of  the  opposite  counsel,  that  we  have 
no  belief.  Could  there  be  christians  without  ?  Could  \ye  be  a  rdi- 
gious  people  ?  We  are  a  oee\.  ol  <^Tv%M\wft»,  wA  ^^n«^  vAme  im- 
ports religtous  doclriujaa  au4  o^vkvoot-    V^  ^  \«^^  \c^^«A>  ^«aB^ 
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It  certain  religious  doctrines  are  the  doctrines  of  Friends  :  but  we 
ve  shown  in  our  answer  that  we  ha^e  religious  doctrines  in  which 
»  rely,  and  for  which  we  are  willing  to  suffer. 
Justice  Drake,  on  pages  72  and  73,  takes  a  different  view  of  the 
bject    He  puts  aside  Uie  ground  on  which  the  chief  justice  rests 

I  opinion.  He  says  that  on  this  ground  he  should  be  unwilling  to 
cide  against  us.  If  Friends  had  commited  an  error  in  relation  to 
»  yearly  meeting,  had  mistaken  the  true  meeting,  he  should  be  re- 
ttant  to  declare  that  they  should  thereby  lose  their  property. 

We  have  then  the  two  judges  relying  on  different  points — one  on 
vemment,  and  the  other  on  doctrines — a  difference  which  is  irre- 
acileable,  and  non  mihi  tanta  eomponere  lites. 
What  is  the  argument  of  Judge  Drake  ?  The  Quakers  have  reli* 
ms  doctrines.  The  Orthodox  show  that  they  entertain  those  doc- 
ties.    The  Orthodox  deny  that  Friends  hold  them,  and  the  Friends 

II  not  say  that  they  do  entertain  thenri.  Therefore,-the  Friends  are 
lose  the  money.  This  is,  to  my  mind,  substantially  the  argument 
id  its  effect  is — because  we  do  not  prove  our  innocence,  we  must 
feit  our  property.  I  have  known  that  judge  long  and  respect  him 
satly,  but  that  respect  can  never  induce  me  to  adopt  either  his 
nciple  or  its  application  to  this  case. 

[Afr.  Frelinghut/sen.  Mr.  Southard,  will  you  permit  me  to  read 
entence  or  two  from  the  opinion  of  Judge  Drake.  I  refer  the  court 
the  third  sentence  on  page  87: 

«  Two  distinct  meetings  exist  at  this  time,  and  each  claims  the 
ardianship  and  use  of  this  fund.  For  the  safety  of  the  debtor, 
»fle  parties  have  been  directed  to  interplead,  and  to  show  their 
ipective  pretensions  to  be  a  preparative  meeting  of  Friends.  One 
them  sets  out  certain  doctrines  as  characteristic  of  the  society,  and 
it  they  adhere  to  them,  and  that  the  other  party  does  not  They  go 
and  prove  their  case,  so  far  as  respects  themselves.  The  other 
rty  allege  that  they  hold  the  faith  of  Friends  ?  but  instead  of  prov- 
;  it,  they  call  upon  their  adversaries  to  prove  the  contrary.  In  mv 
inion  it  was  incumbent  upon  each  of  the  parties  to  make  out  their 
16,  if  they  would  stand  upon  equal  terms,  on  this  question  of  doc- 
ne.'^ 

This  is  the  whole  gist  of  his  opinion.  And  that  will  stand  the 
It  of  subtility  and  of  time.] 

Mr.  Southard  resumed:  The  great  error  that  the  learned  counsel 
8  fallen  into,  lies  in  the  simple  fact,  that  here  are  not  two  parties 
niending  for  the  first  time,  for  property  of  which  neither  has  pos- 
ision.  Here,  both  stand  upon  their  rights.  Here,  both  are  in 
ssesaion  of  those  rights.  Each  allows  that  the  other  once  had  a 
lim  to  the  property,  and  the  question  is,  whether  one  of  these  has 
it  it  Here  is  a  piece  of  property,  a  book,  for  example,  which  has 
^ays  been  in  possession  of  both  of  us.  Must  I  \q«i&  w^  \v^^  ^V  ^^ 
ok^  because  I  am  charged  with  holding  ertoT^  ^tvdi  >wct«s^ — -^nsjN. 
Tvedto  be  guilty  of  them  ?     Friends  are  noV  Aixmvci^  t«w  \bc^ 


pertj:  but  the  Orthodox  are  maintaining  that  they  have,  through  their 
sentiments^  forfeited  the  old. 

The  judge  has  argued,  as  if  Friends  had  refused  to  answer  on  points 
of  religious  belief.  In  opposition  to  this,  I  maintain,  that  they  htve 
answered  all  proper  questions,  and  answered  them  fully.  But  sop- 
pose  they  had  not,  suppose  Stacy  Decow  had  refused  to  answer,  say- 
ing simply,  I  belong  to  that  preparative  meeting,  and  from  that  j<m 
may  know  my  faith  ?  Could  he  be  compelled  to  surrender  the  propertj, 
because  he  refused  to  go  into  particulars  of  his  Jaith?  Or,  because 
he,  an  individual  member,  refused  to  take  the  responsibility  of  expltin- 
ing  and  affirming  to  their  doctrines,  would  the  whole  mass  of  the  so- 
ciety commit  a  forfeiture  thereby  ?  The  distinction  here,  is,  between 
the  acquisition,  and  the  forfeiture  of  property,  and  that  distinction  is 
of  great  moment.  To  create  a  forfeiture  in  such  a  case  as  this,  it  is 
necessary  to  prove  an  act  in  violation  of  the  laWj  and  of  the  termt 
on  which  property  is  holden — and  that  act  must  be  brought  to  aU 
who  are  to  bear  the  penalty.  While  I  admit  the  burden  of  those 
opinions  of  the  learned  judges,  therefore  I  repeat,  that  I  also  feel  that 
by  placing  their  decision  on  distinct  ground,  they  have  diminished  the 
difficulty  of  showing  their  errors.  It  is  a  great  advantage  to  Friends 
that  they  were  not  united — that  we  have  not  a  united  judgment  to 
resist,  but  the  separate  opinions  only  of  two  able  men. 

In  one  thing  alone  do  they  agree,  and  that  is,  that  there  is  to  be  a 
forfeiture  of  the  money — that  as  a  penalty  for  our  conduct,  or  for  our 
belief,  we  are  to  lose  our  property. 

The  view  of  the  counsel  that  we  have  no  rights  in  this  fund,  is  not 
correct  We  have  rights.  We  created  the  fund,  and  not  for  a  cha- 
ritable use  alone,  but  for  our  own  use — for  the  education  of  our  own 
children.  Even  if  we  had  no  interest  in  it,  further  than  to  manage  it, 
the  legal  principle  would  call  for  our  possession  of  it:  for,  on  that 
supposition,  we  created  it  for  our  own  management. 

From  the  preceding  view  of  the  creation  of  the  fund,  from  its  na- 
ture, and  from  our  being  in  possession  of  the  school,  it  appears  that 
we  are  not  to  show  our  right  to  acquire  property,  but  that  weare  not 
to  forfeit  properly.  I  shall  endeavour  to  show  that  the  grounds  on 
which  our  adversaries  claim  to  take  it  from  us,  are  untenable,  and 
leave  the  great  ground  of  our  own  rights  to  rest  on  the  preceding 
views,  and  in  the  clear,  and  to  my  mind  irresistible  arguments  of  my 
associate. 

What  are  the  opinions  I  have  to  resist  ?  They  are: 

First.  That  our  conduct  in  relation  to  the  yearly  meeting  was  so 
incorrect  as  to  destroy  our  rights. 

Secondly.  That  our  faith  is  so  heretical,  that  no  terms  ought  to  be 
kept  with  us. 

In  opposition  to  these  I  maintain: 

First.  That  in  a  question  oC  property,  there  is  no  connexion  of  the 
preparative  meeting  witVxf or  s\\\iOT^vxv^\I\Q\iVa>V5^^^^ax\^xsv^l\a^or 
any  other  meeting,  whVcVi  cati  ^^wiX.  VVv^yv^W^  ViKsa  ^x^^a^^^  ^  "^"^ 
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19  a  point  the  chief  justice  has  not  investigated  with  his  usual  care. 
He  has  alluded  to  the  opposite  opinion,  and  taken  it  for  granted.  He 
did  not  trace  it  out  step  by  step,  and  show,  that  while  tliere  was  an 
admitted  subordination  in  some  things,  it  existed  in  all,  and  especially 
that  ii  eaeisted  in  relation  to  the  rights  and  use  of  property.  Short 
of  this  extent  the  argument  can  be  of  no  avail.  The  learned  counsel 
perceived  this  defect,  and  for  more  than  half  a  day,  endeavoured  to 
show  the  subordination  of  the  preparative  meeting  to  the  yearly 
meeting,  in  such  manner  as  to  infer  subordination  in  matters  of 
property.  This  is  denied.  There  is  no  such  subordination  in  rela- 
tion to  property.  , 

My  second,  position  is,  that  an  examination  of  the  state  of  the  par- 
tiesy  previous  to,  and  at  the  yearly  meeting  of  1827,  will  prove  that 
the  acts  of  Friends  were  not  in  violation  of  the  principles  of  Friends, 
and  consequently  could  not  be  a  cause  of  forfeiture. 

On  this  point,  the  judges  and  the  counsel  have  not  carried  with 
them  the  grand  principle  of  Friends.  They  have  forgotten  the 
great  principle  oi'  the  law  of  their  rights,,  the  very  institution  of 
their  rights,  the  fundamental  truth  of  the  society,  which  gives  it 
character — distinction  from  others,  governs  and  controls  all  their 
acts,  and  affects  vitally,  all  their  rights  and  privileges,  civil  and  re- 
ligious. Without  carrying  that  principle  along  with  us,  we  cannot 
discern  the  truth  in  relation  to  them.  Without  constant  regard  to 
ity  the  greater  the  intellect  employed  in  the  investigation,  the  greater 
will  be  the  danger  of  falling  into  error.  By  omitting  this  principle 
altogether,  the  counsel  have  argued,  and  the  judges  have  decided 
the  case,  as  if  the  society  of  Friends  was  an  ordinary  society,  rest- 
ing on  ordinary  principles ;  and  well  might  they  err,  in  the  applica- 
tion of  their  law,  and  their  facts. 

•  My  third  position  is,  that  there  can,  by  possibility,  be  no  such 
trust,  as  that  a  body  out  of  the  state,  and  irresponsible  to  its  law, 
even  out  of  the  nation,  can  dictate  by  its  acts  the  right  to  property 
in  New  Jersey.  The  law  must  be  able  to  reach  and  control  both>  if 
it  controls  either  party  to  the  trust,  and  that  trust  whose  terms  deny 
it  the  control  over  one  of  the  parties,  will  be  rejected  as  void.  If 
the  principle  of  the  opposite  side  be  correct,  this  is  a  trust  of  such  a 
nature,  that  we  may  be  dispossessed  of  our  rights  by  the  operation 
of  a  foreign  power.  They  maintain  that  a  monthly  meeting  may 
dissolve  a  preparative  meeting,  and  take  possession  of  its  property  ; 
that  a  quarterly  meeting  may,  in  like  manner,  dissolve  a  monthly 
meeting  ;  and  the  yearly  meeting  a  quarterly  meeting.  The  pro- 
perty then  goes  to  the  yearly  meeting  out  of  the  state.  And,  ac- 
cording to  the  principles  of  the  ablest  advocate  of  this  cause,  (1 
speak  with  due  deference  to  the  learned  counsel,)  according  to  the 
principles  of  one  of  the  witnesses,  it  must,  in  certain  events,  go  to 
Ijmdon.  All  this  property  of  the  society  of  Friends^  ici  tVve.  «toift. 
of  New  Jersey,  may,  by  a  succession  ot  iotfeiVux^^,  ^  VaViKs^^wv. 
//  they  are  not  right  in  this  principle,  and  \a  iVvia  exXfctvX.s^'^^^  nittfSv^ 
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claim  must  fail.  No^,  ^tich  a  resutt  is  moostroas,  and  the  laws  oi 
New  Jersey  can  never  sanction  it. 

If  their  principle  be  true,  and  this  fund  be  carried  to  the  jeviy 
meeting  at  Philadelphia,  or  elsewhere,  how  can  you  reach  it  ?  The 
arm  of  chancery  will  be  too  short,  after  it  is  out  of  the  state. 

My  fourth  and  last  position  is,  that  there  can  be  no  forfeiture  o( 
property  in  this  country,  and  under  our  institutions,  for  false  &ith,oi 
change  of  faith.  If  this  principle  be  not  proved,  to  its  utmost  a- 
tent,  at  least,  I  trust  the  court  will  be  satisfied,  that  if  such  forfcitOR 
can  exist,  it  must  necessarily  be  by  an  avowal  oi  false  doctrines  b) 
the  individual  himself j  and  not  from  anything  said  or  done  Iq 
those  with  whom  he  may  associate,  or  whom  he  may  hear  preach. 
That  if  a  presbyterian  shall  hear  a  Jew,  and  do  not  denounce,  ordis 
own  him,  he  is  not,  therefore,  to  suffer  penalties  and  loss  of  property 
And  the  error,  too,  must  be  proved,  not  presumed.  Properly  is  no 
to  be  forfeited  on  presumption.  Penalties  are  not  inflicted  dn  suspi 
cion  of  crime.  It  is  not  to  be  presumed  that  1  hojd  false  faith,  beauM 
the  man  I  sometimes  hear  preach  holds  false  faith.  It  is  not  to  h 
inferred  that  I  am  a  heretic,  because  I  am  unwilling  that  heretio 
shall  be  ill  treated.  It  is  not  to  be  inferred  that  I  hold  unsound  d<w- 
.trines,  because  I  am  unwilling  that  the  discipline  shall  be  violated, 
in  dealing  with  those  who  fall  under  the  displeasure  of  the  rulcn'of 
the  church. 

The  fact  of  entertaining  heretical  opinions  must  be  proved  agahnt 
the  Chesterfield  meeting,  and,  it  will  not  answer  either  law  or  jus- 
tice, to  establish  the  fact  that  others  elsewhere  entertain  them,  and 
then  leap  to  the  conclusion  that  we  entertain  them  also.  If  the 
members  of  a  human  tribunal  will  place  themselves  between  meud 
my  Maker,  I  have  a  right  to  demand  of  them  that,  if  I  am  in  error, 
they  Judge  of  me  by  my  own  actions  and  opinions,  and  not  by  thoK 
of  other  men.  If  they  will. place  themselves  in  the  position  of  m; 
God,  to  whom  I  have  to  answer,  let  them  judge  of  me  impartially] 
and  by  my  own,  and  not  another's  creed. 

In  relation  to  the  whole  of  these  positions,  it  has  been  theoigcc) 
simply  to  exhibit  principles.  The  natural  course  would  be,  to  tab 
up  each  position,  and  go  through  the  whole  case  in  the  order  hen 


carry  mg  these  propoaition 
along  with  me,  to  examine  the  subject  historically,  apply  the  princi 
pies  as  I  progress,  and  as  I  come  to  the  conclusion,  endeavour  t 
show  that  these  principles  are  true,  and  applicable  to  our  cause ;  an 
that  they  are  not  such  as  our  adversaries  can  rely  upon  to  saatii 
their  decree. 

We  must,  as  a  first  step^  inquire  what  is  the  nature  of  th 
society  f  What  is  it?  What  its  peculiarities.^  This  is  noiesffr 
in  every  case — it  is,  pee\iV\ix\^  ?»,  Vcv  >Jkv^.  \l  v?^  ^^re.  disoasaiD 
the  rights  of  a  corpoxaXwci)  ^e  «\i<Qu\.^  ^t^  «r^  >^^  \!i.^aM\^  ^"^ 
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lerms  and  conditioDS  which,  created  it,  and  bind  it  together.  AlA 
the  cases  which  have  been  cited,  look  first  to  this  point  And  here 
I  must  be  permitted  to  express  my  surprise  at  the  remarks  made  by 
the  counsel  in  relation  to  this  topic.  They  have  spoken  as  if  the 
Quakers  were  a  people  having  nothing  ih  common  about  them,  as  if 
they  were  like  the  methodists,  baptists,  presbyterians,  episcopa- 
lians, in  all  their  characteristics.  I  have  listened  with  surprise,  while 
they  have  removed  their  peculiarities,  one  after  another,  till  their 
distinctive  features  were  entirely  lost;  and  it  has  become  impossible 
to  find  the  Quaker.  He  has  sunk  into  the  common  mass,  under 
their  alchemy.  First  went  the  light  within.  This  seemed  to  one 
of  the  counsel,  to  be  nothing  more  than  what  is  known,  among  the 
presbyterians,  and  others,  as  the  operation  of  the  spirit  of  grace  ; 
to  the  other,  as  natural  conscience.  Next  it  was  declared  that 
Friends  believe  in  the  trinity,  and  that  the  only  difierence  between 
them  and  trinitarians  generally  is,  that  they  do  not  use  the  word 
trinity;  but  that  they  agree  with  them  in  substance,  and  are,  in  reality, 
very  good  trinitarians.  Then  the  atonement !  Why,  they  think 
of  the  atonement  just  as  other  christians  think.  Nay,  I  believe  it 
wu  even  intimated  that  they  had  essentially  the  same  opinions  as 
others  in  regard  to  original  sin.  After  this,  it  ought  not  to  hav^ 
created  wonder,  if  they  had  gone  on  to  prove  that  they  did  nqt 
differ  from  other  christians  in  regard  to  baptism  and  the  Lord's 
iQpper;  and  nothing  had  been  left  to  them,  but  their  simple  lan- 
guage and  plain  dress.  If  the  Friends  have  no  peculiarities,  why, 
Birs,  have  they  been  so  much  persecuted  ?  Why  regarded  as  the 
vtrorst  of  infidels  and  heretics,  worthy  of  prisons,  the  stake  and  the 
gallows  ?  If  they  thought  with  others  on  all  the  leading  doctrines 
of  Christianity,  why  did  others  denounce,  torment,  and  afflict  them? 
But  they  have  been  persecuted,  and  because  they  have  peculiarities. 
They  have  more  striking  peculiarities  than  any  society  that  has 
uisen  since  the  birth  of  our  Saviour.  They  are  emphatically  a 
peculiar  people.  Their  principles  of  action  and  their  modes  of 
thinking,  are  almost  all  singular  and  unlike  others.  I  should  be  glad 
to  exhibit  them  with  clearness  and  accuracy,  for  they  are  of  an  in- 
teresting kind  ;  but  I  was  not  educated  in  their  faith,  and  my  studies 
have  illy  fitted  me  for  the  task ;  I  must,  however,  endeavour  to  trace 
them  as  accurately  as  I  can.  The  necessity  for  doing  this  is  greater, 
because  we  have  been  referred  in  argument  to  modern  times,  and 
Qiodern  productions,  as  evidences  to  guide,  while  the  issue  between 
us  relates  to  the  principles,  and  doctrines,  and  character  of  ancient 
Friends.  The  bill  and  the  answer  borii,  refer  to  these,  and  found  the 
claims  of  the  parties  upon  them. 

In  Sewel's  History,  pages  5  and  6,  of  the  edition  of  1722,  and  in 
5th  Penn,  pages  211  and  212,  of  the  edition  of  1782,  you  will  find 
tkfi  origin  of  this  class  of  christians.     It  will  there  be  fouc^d^^Scv^vQ^ 
Se  settlement  ot  the  church  of  England,  \u  tJtie  Te;\^  ol  ^^''^'^^^^^^ 
that  church  was  placed  on  foundations  whicVi  9:ve  \o  inBSD:^  ^>n^ 
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men,  great  dissatisfaction.     Whatever  may  have  been  the  cause,  very 
great  dissatisfaction  existed,  and  consequently,  little  less  than  two 
hundred  sects  arose  in  that  kingdom.     jJll  these,  as  well  as  those 
who  adhered  to  the  established  church,  relied,  to  a  greater  orle89 
extent,  on  external  ceremonies  and  forms,  and  made  them  a  nece9> 
sary  part  of  their  religion,  thus  stopping  short  in  their  reformatioD, 
as  was  alleged  by  Friends.     In  all  their  sects  there  were  a  few  who 
were  disgusted  with  an  external  service,  and  with  making  it  the  aO 
of  religion.     There  were  some  who  retired^  and  in  secret  sought 
their  God,  and  in  secret  examined  their  own  hearts ;  and  in  their 
breathings  after  greater  purity,  found  consolation,  and  came  to  the 
conviction  that  many  of  the  ordinances  and  observances  of  the  va- 
rious denominations  were  inconsistent  with  the  simplicity  of  the 
truth  as  it  is  in  Jesus  Christ     Hence  they  called  them  originally 
seekers^  children  of  the  light,  Friends.     Their  name  of  Quaken^ 
arose  subsequently,  about  seven  or  eight  years  after  their  first  appea^ 
ance,  when  their  founder  bade  justice  Bennett,  before  whom  he  was 
brought,  to  tremble  lest  the  just  judgments  of  God  should  overtake 
him.     Among  them,  though  not  the  first,  there  was  a  young  man, 
Greorge  Fox,  who  having  the  same  feelings  in  regard  to  silent  wo^ 
ship,  and  the  same  abhorrence  of  rites  and  ceremonies,  and  being 
moved  by  an  active  zeal,  sought  out  others  like  himself,  through 
that  country,  and  collected  and  formed  them  into  meetings ;  or 
rather  as  they  asserted  and  believed,  the  spirit  of  trUth,  by  which  they 
professed  to  be  led,  by  his  instrumentality  collected  them  together. 
He  was  born  in  1624,  and  in  1649,  at  the  age  of  twenty-five  years, 
an  incident  occurred  to  him,  which,  in  the  view  of  those  who  were 
of  that  tone  of  feeling,  and  all  who  were  looking  at  them  and  their 
'  conduct,  gave  to  them  a  decided  character,  as  a  sect.     This  incident 
was  his  imprisonment.     This  imprisonment  was  an  eictraordinary 
event,  to  which  I  beg  attention,  because  I  think  it  characteristic  of 
the  principles  of  the  society.     He  was  with  some  Friends  in  Not- 
tingham, and  leaving  them  in  their  meeting,  went  by  himself  into 
one  of  the  public  churches.     The  preacher  asserted  that  ^^thenwrt 
sure  word  of.  prophecy ^^  spoken  of  by  the  apostle,    "  was  i^ 
Scriptures.^'*  George  Fox,  publicly,  and  at  once,  opposed  him,andde- 
clared  that  "  the  more  sure  wofd  of  prophecy"  was  the  Holy  Spirit, 
operating  immediately  on  the  heart.     For  this  he  was  imprisoned. 
It  was  not  a  common  declaration.  There  was  not  then  a  sect  in  England 
which  would  have  justified  him  in  this  cause,  and  in  the  meaning 
which  he  assigned  to  the  text.     The  original  fact  stands  as  a  land- 
mark.    Why  was  Fox  imprisoned  ?     The  answer  is,  for  declaring 
the  faith  of  the  society,  on  an  important  point,  which  was  afterwards 
carried  out  and  illustrated  in  their  writings  and  conduct     It  was 
the  Spirit  operating  on  their  hearts  which  gave  them  their  ftith. 
It  was  an  immediate  revelatvoa  to  the  heart,  and  in  the  heart,  ^ 
was  their  guide,  una\de4  b^  eiAfettv^  Wxs\^  ^tv\  ^^x^csl^c^tCv^v    ft  was 
itfae  life  of  righfeouauess  viVv\d\\3iw»isi^^^\x\»\A^V\M^^^  X^^w^ 
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Is  light,  thus  immediately,  thus  directly  revealed,  this  light  which 
as  implauted  by  God  in  the  heart,  this  light  which  was  not  natural 
»DScience,  but  the  Spirit  of  truth  itself^  God  in  the  heart,  that  they 
tempted  to  recall  all.  They  disregarded  and  denied  the  necessity 
id  sufficiency  of  the  usual  ordinance,  and  making  their  religion  in- 
rnal  and  spiritual  altogether,  they  were  esteemed  and  called  mya^ 
cs  and  fanatics^  and  subjected,  therefore,  to  great  and  intolerable 
.fierings.  The  detail  which  Besse  gives  of  their  afflictions,  is  suf- 
sient  to  produce  thrilling  agony  in  the  feeling  heart.  Of  their  sin* 
»rity  in  the  belief  of  this  light,  they  gave  ample  evidence,  and  their 
dour  in  promulgating  it  as  the  great  doctrine  of  Christianity,  was  the 
-incipal  cause  of  their  persecutions  ;  but  they  looked  to  it  as  their 
nt,  and  protection,  and  guide ;  and  one  of  them  uses,  in  relation  to 
y  the  emphatic  language, "  To  your  tents,  oh  Israel !  To  your  tents, 
1  Israel !  God  is  your  tent.  To  your  tents,  oh  Israel. ^^  It  was 
lis  light,  which,  because  it  came  from  God,  and  was  God,  was  the 
hrist  within  them,  their  light  and  their  life,  and  brought  them  into 
Dion. 

When  they  were,  to  use  their  own  language,  "  gathered  up,"  they 
id  not  form  to  themselves  terms  of  communion  and  articles  of  faith, 
'hey  had  another  bond,  and  that  bond  was  the  light  within.  t 

It  may  seem  strange  to  the  counsel,  it  seemed  strange  to  others, 
ut  nothing  like  an  external  bond  can  be  found  among  them,  for 
lore  than  thirty  years  after  their  appearance.  Till  Barclay  wrote 
is  Apology,  you  can  find  no  bond  but  the  light  within. 

It  was  that  principle  which  gathered  them  together — the  invisible 
fe  of  righteousness.     And  it  was  on  this  principle,  that  they  em- 
raced  all  from  Adam  downwards,  who  had  lived  a  life  of  righteous- 
ess,  and  all  in  heathen  times,  who  lived  righteously.     Their  church 
^as  not  a  narrow  sectarian  one,  which  embraced  a  few  here  and  a  few 
lere.    It  is  not  necessary  to  show  now  the  particular  passages  which 
iipport  these  views.  I  must  read  some  of  them  in  another  connexion. 
^hey  firmly  believed  themselves  to  be  gathered  as  a  people,  by  at- 
uiding  to  the  manifestation  of  truth,  the  spirit  of  truth:  and  it  was 
y  acting  out  the  fruits  of  that  spirit,  that  the  bond  of  unity  was  to 
e  exhibited  and  to  be  kept  up;  and  they  felt  bound,  from  time  to 
ime,  to  bear  their  testimony  to  that  truth,  and  to  that  bond,  and  not 
t  any  time  to  lay  down  or  let  their  testimonies  fall.    They  asserted 
lieir  principles  then,  as  now.     They  were  to  hold  up  their  testimo- 
ies,  because  in  so  doing  they  were  giving  external  evidence  of  the 
award  life  of  righteousness.     The  phraseology  which  they  em- 
Joyed  was,  to  set  up,  and  to  lay  down  or  let  fall  their  testimonies, 
nd  this  phraseology,  in  the  very  same  sense,  has  been  applied  to  the 
neetings  which  they  afterwards  formed.     Hence  what  you  read  of 
etting  up  or  laying  down  meetings,  is  to  be  understood  in  the  same 
ray  as  the  setting  up  and  laying  down  of  testimonies*    TVv^Na^- 
piage  and  advice  of  the  one  to  the  other  \vas,^ew  ^xeXftV^^^^"^ 
rour  meetings  as  testimonies  of  the  truth.     Xou  «ce  \o  ^asX^^^  "^^^ 


thus,  afl  evidence  of  the  light  withiiK  Their  laDgutge  id  regMrd  to 
meetings  was  the  same  originally  as  it  is  now,  and  it  was  imd  hf 

them  in  relation  to  their  doctrines  before  the  regular  establishmeotrf 
meetings.  Hence,  when  they  speak  of  certain  persons  seltingupa 
meeting,  or  the  yearly  or  other  meeting  advises  them  to  roaiatiia 
it,  they  advise  them  to  hold  up  the  testimony  of  their  faith.  And 
when  they  speak  of  laying  down  a  meeting,  it  is  because  the  life  of 
righteousness  is  not  sufiBiciently  displayed  by  the  Friends  composing 
the  meeting.  This  is  the  truth  in  regard  to  the  setting  up  and  laying 
down  of  meetings.  It  is  the  spirit  of  love  operating  in  the  waj  o( 
advice  as  to  the  best  means  of  bearing  testimony  of  the  truth.  And 
it  does  not,  and  never  did  mean  to  convey  the  language  of  powerand 
authority,  compelling  the  support  or  the  destruction  of  their  U3ual 
assemblies. 

The  views  of  the  opposite  counsel  and  of  the  opposite  party  are, 
that  the  setting  up  and  laying  down  of  meetings  is  the  operalioaof 
the  spirit  of  i)ower.  It  is  not  so — it  is  the  spirit  of  love  having  in 
view  the  end  above  stated.  It  is  not  command,  it  is  advice.  The 
language  is  that  of  brotherly  love,  urging  the  manifestation  of  the 
fruits  of  the  truth,  before  the  world. 

In  bearing  outwardly  their  testimony,  which  they  did  from  time  to 
time,  they  established  what  they  called  their  meetings  for  discipline.  If 
you  look  back  to  the  origin  of  these  meetings,  you  cannot  show  thit 
they  ever  had  any  object  in  them  but  toexhibit  the  outward  testimonyof 
the  society.  They  formed  some  for  the  purpose  of  taking  care  of  ooe 
another — for  the  relief  of  one  another — for  the  assistance  of  one  to- 
other when  in  difficulties — and  to  watch  over  the  moral  conduct  of 
one  another.  From  that  beginning  has  sprung  the  discipline.  I  speak 
not  here  of  meetings  for  worship.  I  speak  of  meetings  for  disci^ 
pline. 

But  they  gave  out  their  testimonies  and  their  communications  from 
the  light  within.  The  conduct  thence  resulting  was  the  effect  of  the 
inward  light  It  was  so  in  regard  to  wary  to  oaths^  to  dress^  to  latir 
gtuigCy  to  hireling  ministry.  But  all  these  were  not  bonds  or  cop- 
ditions  of  their  union — not  the  bond,  but  the  fruits  or  effects  of  that 
bond,  which  was  the  inward  light.  And  when  any  let  fall  their  tes- 
timonies, it  was  cause  of  disowning  them,  not  because  the  breach  wai 
found  in  these  testimonies,  but  the  subject  of  them  as  fruits  or  effcctSi 
was  evidence  of  a  neglect  or  departure  from  the  inward  light 

If  you  had  asked  William  Penn  or  George  Fox,  what  do  you  mean 
by  your  testimony  against  war,  the  answer  would  have  been,  I  bear 
it  as  a  proof  of  the  light  within. 

When  a  man  violated  the  testimony  in  regard  to  war,  he  was  dia* 
owned,  because  it  was  thereby  shown  that  he  had  disregarded  the 
inward  light     And  so  in  regard  to  all  other  testimonies. 

In  respect  to  the  term  doctrines^  little  need  be  said.  The  meaninf 
of  the  word  **  doclrvnea*'  Vs  ip\i\u.  \\.  tftftaxva  N^\xi^  \auL^ht  Th^ 
doctrioea  wer«  whalXhey  ^ei^Xa^vx^V.\xi  ^>c«^>^^^^^^^^^      "S^^^ 


d  light  mtM  the  ionclainentBl  troth  of  the  «oeiety-^the  tree  to 
eh  the  branches^  i^hicih  was  tbeir  doctrines,  wene  attaohed ;  and 
r  testimonies  were  the  fruits  which  it  bore — the  eflbole  •or  results 
lat  truth  and  those  doctrines. 

Court  adjourned. 


Friday/  cifiemeon. 
.  Southard  resumed: 

was  endeavouring,  before  the  adjournment  of  the  court,- to  exhi- 
so  much  of  the  organization  of  this  society  ai^  would  enable  qb  to 
over  the  principal  peculiarities  which  distinguish  it  from  other 
s  in  the  world.  I  did  so  because  I  believe  there  can  be  oio  safe 
linistration  of  justice,  in  this  case,  unless  these  peculiarities  are 
wn  and  carefully  regarded ;  and  because  I  consider  them  the  only 
by  which  we  can  determine  between  the  claims  of  a  known, 
imagined  society.  But  I  have  now  to  speak  further  of  that  pe- 
arity  whichVorms  the  leading  distinction  between  the  society  of 
mds  and  all  other  professors  of  Christianity.  I  mean  the  high 
paramount  importance  which  it  attaches  to  the  doctrine  of  the 
rwABD  LIGHT.''  This  is  the  foundation  of  their  system,  and  ex- 
ns  every  mystery  connected  with  their  economy.     This  doctrine 

0  be  found  running  through  all  the  passages  of  the  authentic 
^ks  read  by  my  associate  counsal  to  which  I  refer.    In  the  Chris- 

1  Quaker,  p.  124, 125,  it  is  thus  stated  : 

'  Being  to  write  of  the  light  of  Christ  within,  the  great  principle 
Crod  in  man,  the  root  and  spring  of  divine  life  and  knowledge 'in 
soul ;  that  by  which  salvation  is  effected  for  man,  and  which  is 
characteristic  of  the  people  called  Quakers,  their  faith  and  testi- 
fy to  the  world  ;  I  chose  to  consider  it  under  these  three  follow- 
questions,  as  stated  by  none  of  the  meanest  of  our  adversaries, 
ng  comprehensive  of  the  principle,  Its  force,  and  friends." 
•  The  second  question  runs  thus :  What  is  that  light  which  leadeth 
alvation,  and,  how  doth  it  lead  to  salvation  ? 
By  light,  I  understand  not  the  metaphorical  use  of  the  word  ;  bs 
30  Christ  said  to  his  disciples,  <  ye  are  the  lights  of  the  world  ;' 
as  the  apostle  speaks,  <  now  are  ye  light  in  the  Lord  ;'  nor  yet 
mere  spirit  or  reason  of  man.  But  Christ,  that  glorious  eun  of 
iteousness,  and  heavenly  luminary  of  the  intellectual  or  invisible 
-Id;  represented,  of  all  outward  resemblances,  most  exactly,  by 
great  sun  of  this  sensible  and  visible  world.  That  as  his  natural 
It  arises  upon  all,  and  gives  light  to  all,  about  the  affairs  of  this 
;  80  thdt  divine  light  arises  upon  all,  and  gives  light  to  all  that 
I  receive  the  manifestations  of  it,  about  the  concerns  of  the  other 

Such  a  light  I  mean  by  *  that  light  whteh  \\^\V^^)cv  ^^^-^  Tca.w 
t  Cometh  into  the  world/  and  that  leadftth  ft\o»  Vlwal  ^^0^3  VX  \» 
naJ  salvation.  ^' 
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This  light  was  the  immediate  action  of  the  spirit  of  divine  truth 
upon  their  minds ;  the  life  giving  principle  of  the  society.  It  guiiied 
and  controlled  all  their  religious  opinions.  TAence  unity  wis  the 
attendant  on  all  their  intercourse.  And  surely  if  the  principk  was 
right,  the  latter  would  be  the  natural  result.  This  light  was  called 
the  fundamental  truth  ;  and  there  was  no  other  fundamental  trathi 
for  they  always  distinguished  between  opinions^  belitfy  doctriniOy 
and  human  feelings^  and  this  living  principle  of  truth.  These 
doctrines,  opinions,  and  feelings,  were  but  the  teachings  of  tint 
truth.  It  was  not  the  light  of  reason  ;  it  was  not  the  light  of  geoiQi 
or  talent ;  it  was  not  natural  conscience ;  it  was  the  fire  from  the  voy 
altar  of  heaven  which  diffused  life,  intelligence,  and  bliss  to  all  on 
earth. 

In  the  preface  to  Fox's  Journal,  written  by  Benn,  we  have  the 
following,  p.  15. 

^'  Two  things  are  to  be  briefly  touched  upon  :  the  doctrioe  they 
taught,  and  the  example  they  led  among  all  people.  I  have  already 
touched  upon  their  Jundamental  principle j  which  is  as  the  comer 
stone  of  their  fabric :  and  to  speak  eminently  aftl  properly,  their 
characteristic,  or  main  distinguishing  point  or  principle,  viz.  the 
light  of  Christ  within^  as  God^s  gift  for  man^s  salvation.  Thii, 
I  say,  is  as  the  root  of  the  goodly  tree  of  doctrines  that  grew  asd 
branched  out  from  it,  which  I  shall  now  mention  in  their  natural  aad 
experimental  order,'' &c. 

This  light  was  the  tree ;  the  doctrines  it  taught  were  the  branches, 
and  the  testimonies  they  bore  before  the  world  ;  the  evidences  of  a 
holy  life  were  the  fruits.  For  this  exhibition  of  their  faith,  we  have 
the  authority  of  Fox  and  Penn,  and  yet,  although  we  affirm  in  our 
bill,  our  reliance  on  this  fundamental  truth,  and  profess  our  faith  in 
these  doctrines,  and  exhibit  these  testimonies  in  our  lives,  we  are  to 
have  our  property  wrenched  from  us  because  it  is  alle^d  that  we 
have  departed  from  the  doctrines  of  our  ancient  fathers.  Y^  you 
will  find  that  our  professed  faith  has  ever  spread  its  fruits  among  ofl^ 
and  still  maintains  its  early  vigour.  Indeed,^  this  principle  is  the 
great  starting  point  of  Quakerism,  and  every  man  who  seeks  to  un- 
derstand its  peculiarities  must  consider  it  a  pervading  characteristic 
of  the  whole  system.     Barclay's  Apology,  page  99. 

Thus  it  is  the  very  bond  and  ligament  of  tlieir  union  ;  in  every 
member  a  faithful  witness  which  seeks  to  produce  within  him  a 
willing  heart  and  a  likeness  to  his  Maker.  It  is  the  great  distin- 
guishing proof  of  a  man's  being  a  christian  Quaker.  Take  away 
this,  and  he  is  no  Quaker,  whatever  else  he  may  be.  You  Bay 
make  him  a  presby terian,  a  raethodist,  or  one  of  any  other  sect,  but 
leaving  this  particular  point  of  faith,  he  ceases  to  be  a  Quaker. 

I  beg  attention  to  a  work  which  was  perhaps  of  more  consequence 
than  any  other,  at  iVve  \\m^  vt  vras  written,  which  was  during  the 
controversy  with  Kei\li>  oi  >N\widtv  tcvw^  >N\^\^^\Ss3k\SMk  ^ffom  of 
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the  argument  The  work  alluded  to  was  then  approved  by  the  so- 
eiety,  and  published  by  their  authority j  in  1694.  See  Grough'a 
Hiatory,  et  mult.  al. 

It  is  **  An  Epistle  to  Friends,  briefly  commemorating  the  gra- 
cious dealings  of  the  Lord  with  them  ;  and  warning  them  to  beware 
of  that  spirit  of  contention  and  division  which  hath  appeared  of  late 
in  George  Keith  and  some  few  others  that  join  with  him,  who  have 
made  a  breach  and  separation  from  Friends  in  some  parts  of  Ame* 
riea,  by  Thomas £11  wood."  « 

In  opposition  to  Keith,  who  was  desirous  of  introducing  into  the 
society  a  subscription  to  doctrines  as  the  terms  of  communion.  Ell- 
wood  thus  bears  testimony  to  their  fundamental  principle,  the  in- 
ward light  and  life  of  righteousness,  as  the  only  true  bond  of  their 
union,  and  that  only  which  early  Friends  were  willing  to  recognize ; 
while  the  doctrines  and  practices  which  were  the  result  of  truth's 
power  upon  the  heart  were  but  the  fruits  and  effects  of  that  bond. 

•«In  what  he  (Keith)  infers  from  R.  Barclay,  he  mistakes  him,  I  ' 
suppose.  I  am  sure  he  wrones  him.  He  says,  page  8,  <  That  some 
Jirineiples  and  doctrines,  and  points  of  faith  are  necessary  to  be 
agreed  upon,  together  with  the  practices  necessarily  depending  there- 
OpOD,  and  to  be  owned,  professed,  and  declared  by  us,  to  be,  as  it 
WSre,  the  terms  that  draw  us  together,  and  tbe  bond  by  which  we 
become  centred  into  one  body  and  fellowship,  and  distinguished 
firom  others,  (yet  not  this  so  the  bond,  but  that  we  have  a  more  in- 
wud  and  invisible,  to  wit,  the  life  of  righteousness,)  is  the  express 
doctrine  and  testimony  of  Robert  Barclay's  book  called  The  Anar- 
chy &c.,  p,  48.'  These  are  neither  R.  B.'s  words  nor  sense  in  that 
Clace.  His  words  are  these  :  <  We  being  gathered  together  into  the 
slief  of  certain  principles  and  doctrines,  without  any  constraint  or 
worldly  respect,  but  by  the  mere  force  of  truth  upon  our  under- 
standings, and  its  power  and  influence  upon  our  hearts  ;  these  prin- 
Ufiea  and  doctrines,  and  the  practices  necessarily  depending  upon 
them,  are,  as  it  were,  the  terms  that  have  drawn  us  together,  and  the 
bond  by  which  we  became  centred  into  one  body  and  fellowship, 
and  distinguished  from  others.  Yet  this  not  so  the  bond,  but  that 
we  have  also  a  more  inward  and  invisible,  to  wit,  the  life  of  righteous- 
new,'  &c.  Now  observe,  R.  B.  doth  not  here  say,  as  Geo.  Keith 
Hys  his  express  doctrine  and  testimony  is,  *  some  principles  and  doc- 
trines, and  points  of  faith  are  necessary  to  be  agreed  on,'  as  if  men 
were  to  contrive  and  cut  out  their  own  termsj  and  before  they  en- 
tered into  a  society  or  fellowship,  should  consider,  consult,  and  con- 
dude  among  themselves  what  principles,  doctrines,  and  practices 
they  would  have  to  the  terms  and  bond  of  their  society  ;  much  less  . 
"ftit  tfn  owning,  professing,  and  declaring  those  principles,  doctrines, 
^  practices  should  be  terms  of  that  communion.  But  that  those 
jHnciples  and  doctrines,  and  the  practices  nee^^^xWj  ^«^«Ci^v«v^ 
^pon  them,  which  we,  by  the  mere  force  of  truth  iipou  out  wid«r-  • 
^famting,  and  its  power  and  influence  upon  our  hearts,  v5\^^>a^- 
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any  constraint  or  worldly  respect  are  gathered  into  the  belief  of,  aRf 
as  it  toeref  the  terms  and  l)ondy  &c.  So  that  he  does  not  make  i 
bare  profession,  verbal  confession,  or  declaration  of  those  principles, 
doctrines,  and  practices  io  be  any  terms  at  all.  The  principlei, 
doctrines,  and  practices  themselves,  he  calls  not  the  terms  and  bond 
strictly  ot  properly y  but  as  it  were.  But  the  terms  and  bond,  striedy 
and  properly  speaking,  are,  with  R.  B.,  the  life  of  righteouneo^ 
which  is  inward  and  invisible." 

'<  His  urging  jesser  matters,  as  plain  language  and  habit,  refuaag 
to  salute  with  the  hat  and  knee,  and  men's  and  women's  meetings) 
to  be  made  and  accounted  by  Friends  terms  of  their  communion,and 
his  appealing  to  all  intelligent  Friends,  whether  it  be  not  so,  shrrni 
his  ignorance  and  error.  I  believe  ho  will  find  no  intelligefitfiM 
that  will  own  any  of  these  things  to  be  terms  of  communionimiai 
us.  Fruits  J  effects  J  and  signs  j  I  grant  they  are  (when  they  are  aa- 
cerely  and  honestly  performed)  of  that  inward  and  invisible  life  o( 
righteousness,  which  is  indeed  the  true  d^tiiSi proper  term  and  bopdof 
our  communion. '^  "  But  although  we  do  not  make  those  outwud 
things  the  terms  or  bopd  of  our  communion,  but  that  divine  life  and 
power  which  brings  them  forth  (when  they  are  rightly  broug^ 
forth  ;)  yet  inaMiiuch  as  we  assuredly  know  that  the  testioKXiy 
borne  in  those  outward  things,  (plain  language,  plain  habit,  and  re- 
fusing to  salute  with  hat  and  knee,)  is  of  God,  and  is  that  which 
God  has  led  his  people  into,  and  required  us  to  bear;  and  that  oar 
men's  and  women's  meetings  are  of  God's  institution,  for  the  bK" 
vice  and  benefit  of  his  church  ;  if  any  would  pretend  to  be  of  us,  aixi 
by  practice  contradict  our  testimony  in  the  former, or  oppose  ii»^' 
ter,  such  would  thereby  manifest  to  us,  that  they  were  either  not 
come  to,  or  departed  from,  that  divine  power  and  life  of  righteous- 
ness, which  is  the  term  and  bond  of  our  holy  fellowship  and  commor 
nion;  and  might  therefore  be  justly  refused  by  us,  without  making 
those  outward  things  the  terms  of  our  communion."  pp.  60,61, 
63,  64. 

From  this  authority  I  am  justified  in  repudiating  for  my  client^ 
the  idea  and  description  of  the  inward  light  given  by  the  counsel 
It  was  not  conscience,  caprice,  notion,  reason,  but  the  immediate 
action  of  the  spirit  of  truth  in  their  hearts,  and  its  direct  revelatioBi 
to  them.  It  may  be  esteemed  an  ignis  fatwas  by  others,  butthtf 
ignis  fatttus,  Fox  and  Whitehead,  and  every  early  Quaker  followed 
with  implicit  faith.  And  I  believe  no  proof  could  be  found,  that 
any  other  doctrines  were  proposed,  or  held  as  terms  of  their  cominu- 
nion.  When  I  was  endeavouring  this  morning  to  show  the  impor- 
tance of  this  doctrine,  I  was  not  using  my  own  language  merelyi 
but  that  of  all  the  Quakers  of  1694,  and  of  all  truly  deserving  the 
name  to  the  present  day :  and  those  who  now  disown  it,  have  with 
it  disowned  their  name.  I  have  thus  the  highest  authority  for  my 
.  statements.  1  do  not  go  to  Joseph  Hendrickson  for  his  view*  of  doc- 
triiie^  modern  or  aud^aX)  bwl  ^\^^^e»l  lo  authoritative  records  acknow- 
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dged  by  all,  and  challenge  contradiction  of  this  view^  as  to  the  faith 
'  ancient  Friends. 

I  now  refer  to  a  little  book,  allowed  to  be  an  approved  manual  of 
istniction  for  the  young  members  of  this  society,  and  from  which 
1  false  doctrine,  or  at  least  all  doctrine  not  received  as  true  by  its 
embers,  has  been  scrupulously  excluded.  It  is  the  book  of  Ad- 
iees,  issued  by  the  yearly  meeting  in  1808,  and  for  it  I  feel  at  pre- 
iiit  a  peculiar  partiality. 

** The  followiYig  extracts,"  says  the  compiler,  "have  been  com- 
iled  for  the  benefit  of  the  members  of  our  yearly  meeting,  that  ob- 
irving  the  travail  of  the  church  under  various  concerns,  which  in 
vine  wisdom  have  been  communicated  for  its  weighty  attention, 
ey  may  be  drawn  to  the  principle  cflife  and  light  manifested  in 
\e  mind^  which  points  out  the  path  of  duty  and  can  alone  pre- 
rve  therein, 

<<Our  ancient  Friends  and  their  faithful  successors  to  the  present  day,  ■ 
ire  earnestly  laboured  to  turn  the  attention  of  all  to  this  pure  spirit; 
lowing  from  experience,  that  it  is  the  means  appointed  by  Chd 
r  effecting  our  salvation^  and  the  only  foundation  of  all  true 
iigion  and  worship.  As  by  this  we  have  ken  led  into  divers 
Btimonies  which  have  distinguished  us  from  most  other  professors 
'  the  christian  name,  we  fervently  desire  that  all  our  members  may 
klk  by  the  same  rule  and  mind  the  same  thing;  thus  every  one 
lln^his  place  in  the  body,  we  shall  grow  up  into  Him  in  all  things, 
ho  IS  the  Head,  even  Christ." 

Thus  are  they  taught,  and  thus  directed  to  the  principle  of  life 
id  light  manifested  in  the  mind. 

In  the  <<  memorial  concerning  deeeased  Friends,"  approved  by 

e  yearly  meeting  of  Philadelphia,  pp.  159,  160,  we  fmd  it  stated, 

"  a  female  not  distinguished  by  any  official  character,  though  highlv 

by  virtues  and  merit,  that  this  divine  light  within,  drew  forth  this 

itimonial. 

"  Fifth  inonth,  1815. — A  few  Friends  being  present  in  her  cham- 
tr,  after  a  time  of  silence,  she  uttered  some  expressions  of  thanks- 
ving  for  divine  support,  and  then  added,  <*  Oh  that  I  had  the  op- 
irtunity  to  testify  to  the  greatness  of  the  Almighty ;  and  that  it 
18  in  my  power  to  impress  on  the  minds  of  the  young  people  the 
try  great  importance  of  giving  up  in  early  life;  that  the  mind 
ight  have  a  foundation  to  rest  upon  in  the  time  of  trial,  when  the 
wld  is  as  nothing." 

<<  At  another  season  she  said,  that  some  time  back,  upon  hearing 
me  parts  of  the  New  Testament  read,  respecting  our  Saviour,  the 
lery  occurred,  *  What  do  I  know  of  a  Saviour?'  and  it  was  pre- 
ntly  followed  by  the  evidence  that  she  had  felt  a  principle  in  her 
nt  mindy  which  had  shown  her  what  was  right  and  what  was 
^ong;  and  that  as  she  attended  to  it,  it  would  prove  a  Saviour  to 
r — and  then  said,  these  expressions  were  brought  to  her  remem- 
ance,  <  To  know  thee  the  only  true  God,  and  Jesuft  CVw'viXNsVv^m 
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tbou  bart  sent,  is  lire  eternal/  "  Vide  testamooy  oC  the  moBtUy 
meeting  pf  Philadelphia,  for  the  southern  district,  coneeraiftg  Debo- 
rah Evans,  wife  of  William  Evans. 

Her  consolation  was,  that  the  principle  in  her  awn  nind,  lAiA 
had  shown  her  right  and  wrong,  would  prove  a  Saviour  to  h«r,aDd 
this  was  <<  To  know  thee  the  only  true  God,  and  Jesus  Christ  vAum 
thou  hast  sent."  Upon  that  great  principle  of  inward  light,  thif  »• 
ward  knowledge  of  God,  she  devoutly  in  her  last  moments  rdied; 
and  they  who  now  deny  it,  deny  their  faith.  It  wtfs  BOt  her  tm- 
science,  not  her  judgment,  nor  her  mind;  but  it  was  the  sgiA  of 
Christ  himself,  and  a  heart  made  willing  to  obey. 

Drs.  Brownlee,  Cox,  and  others,  by  whom,  and  I  would  apcik 
with  the  utmost  respect,  this  principle  was  not  understood,  hiie 
attempted  to  prove  it  to  be  merely  the  natural  conscience  on  vrVA 
the  Friends  rely;  but  here  we  find  it  to  be  that  higher  power  vhidi 
forms  <<  Christ  within  them,  the  hope  of  glory.'' 

And  it  is  the  necessary  result  of  the  general  operation  of  thisprii- 
ciple  that  it  should  be  an  infallible  guide  to  peace  of  mind  andAsr- 
mony  qf  co-operation.    The  bond,  being  inward^  eerUdnf  peon- 
givingy  produced /eUowship,  equality ^  unions  among  them,  tieoee 
unity  was  also  a  necessary  principle — ^an  infallible  result  alwaji 
attending  them.    The  light  proceeding  from  individuals  to  the  wlurie 
body,  one  man  must  think  and  feel  as  another.     The  universal  ovtt^ 
shadowing  of  the  Great  Spirit  must  produce  one  and  the  samerenit 
These  two  principles  of  inward  light  and  unity  of  mind  which  hawe 
both  been  sacrificed  in  this  discussion,  were  the  absolute  oonditioDS 
of  the  existence  of  this  society  upon  its  primitive  foundation.    Pres- 
byterians and  episcopalians  may  be  bound  by  written  bonds;  but 
here  we  have  no  bond,  but  that  of  truth,  in  the  unity  of  the  spirit 
For  those  written  creeds  by  which  other  sects  are  united,  and  their 
faith  tested,  are  here  superseded  by  those  which  are  dictated  by  the 
spirit  of  truth.     Hence  all  other  doctrines,  as  I  have  already  sUtied, 
were  not  the  bond,  nor  was  any  verbal  declaration  in  relation  to  them 
necessary,  nor  were  they,  except  in  a  secondary  point  of  view,  re- 
garded as  the  terms  of  union.     Hence  also,  as  I  have  said,  they  bdi 
no  written  creeds,  for  who  shall  dictate  or  prescribe  the  words  in 
which  the  spirit  shall  speak  ?  The  very  nature  of  their  belief  forbade 
it — and  they  believed  that  they  had  known  enough  of  the  bulls  of 
popes,  the  decrees  of  councils,  and  the  unholy  bondage  of  creeds,  to 
permit  the  language  of  presumption  to  call  forth  and  bind  upon  them 
the  fetters  of  intolerance.    It  is  indispensable  to  distinguish  as  to  the 
nature  of  their  principle.     I  have,  said  it  was  not  to  conscience  or 
judgment  which  these  ancient  fathers  attributed  this  illummatiog  soil 
guiding  power,  but  to  the  exhibition  or  manifestation  to  their  roiods 
of  the  Spirit  of  God  himself;  and  they  therefore  called  it,  according 
to  its  various  influences  and  attributes,  the  spirit,  the  truth,  the  light, 
the  Christ,  which  terms  were  all  intended  to  express  their  convictioa 
thAt  it  was  a. direct  appearauce  and  operation  upon  their  minds,  and 
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irer  believed  that  it  was  a  proof  and  a  manifestation  of  his  love  from 
1  eternity,  to  all  mankind— a  living  light  kindled  in  the  mind  of 
tery  human  being,  and  which  coming  from  God  himself,  wu  suffi-* 
eat,  if  its  revealings  and  dictates  were  regarded,  to  save  him  from 
lilt  and  its  consequences  here  and  hereafter.  This  is  the  language 
fell  their  books,  nd  to  this,  from  time  to  time,  they  felt  bound  to 
3ar  testimony.  Hence  their  church  government  did  not  relate  ta 
raperty^  nor  to  faith  and  worship,  but  to  the  good  order  and  govern- 
lant  of  their  society,  in  relation  to  their  testimonies,  the  fruits  of  the 
ght.  Penn's  preface  to  Barclay,  p.  15.  Peon's  Works,  867--8.  Anar- 
\y  of  the  Ranters.  Peon's  Rise  and  Progress,  (rough's  History. 
,utty  on  Discipline.  Fox's  Kpistles,  210.  Under  this  spiritual  pro- 
!0Bion,  so  opposed  to  all  the  established  opinions  of  that  day,  scorn 
id  persecution  were  naturaL  Why,  unless  this  or  some  other  equally 
istinctive  profession  did  characterize  them  in  that  day,  were  they  made 
le  objects  of  the  ridicule  and  cruel  persecution  of  all  other  christian 
tets  in  England  at  that  period  ?  That  they  were  so,  is  a  matter  of 
istorical  fact,  of  which  innumerable  proofs  might  be  supplied.  Pro- 
Ming  to  worship  God  in  the  pure  spirit  alone,  without  external 
tlinances  or  observances,  and  refusing  to  adopt  the  language  of  the 
ivvailing  ereeds  with  regard  to  the  doctrine  of  the  trinity,  the  jear 
lUS  orthodoxy  of  their  fellow  christians  arose  in  fearful  attitude 
^inat  them,  and  every  arm  was  raised  for  their  destruction.  If  these 
letrines  were  not  professed  by  them,  why  were  the  vials  of  chri»- 
in  wrath  poured  forth  upon  them  ?  It  was  not  against  their  plain- 
BM  of  speech  or  apparel ;  not  against  their  scruples  of  conscience  to 
ike  judicial  oaths,  or  wield  the  weapons  of  war;  it  was  distinctly 
gainst  them  as  professors  of  those  very  doctrines  which  it  is  now 
enied  they  maintained,  and  for  maintaining  which  we  are  now 
lUed  heretics,  schismatics,  and  infidels.  In  history,  many  scenes  of 
tifilering,  in  which  they  were  victims  for  declaring  them,  are  re* 
orded,  which  it  would  shock  the  feelings  to  describe;  even'in  this 
ountry — in  Massachusetts  they  would  have  been  hanged  for  their 
pinions,  by  trinitarians  too,  had  not  superior  power  b^n  extended 
9  save  them;  and  which  indeed  was  the  brightest  act  in  that  wretched 
nonarch's  reign.  Nor  was  it,  as  has  been  argued,  by  antinomians 
lone  that  they  were  thus  persecuted  and  oppressed,  all  other  sects 
eemed  them  heretical,  and  assailed  their  principles  with  all  the  wea- 
oos,  whether  of  argument,  or  of  vituperation  and  slander,  that  the 
raenala  of  controversy  could  supply.  They  were,  at  one  period,  the 
nly  sect  which  was  not  tolerated  and  free  from  persecution.  Hume's 
oeount  of  them,  while  it  exhibits  the  misconstructions  to  which  thiay 
rare  subjected,  exhibits  also  the  evidence  of  their  sufferings.  Vol.  7. 
Thus  attacked,  it  became  neoessary  to  defend  themselves,  and  dup- 
Bg  the  first  thirty  years  of  their  existence  as  a  society,  works  almost 
aoomerable  were  written  for  the  purpose.  Fox  alone  wrote  about 
no  hundred  and  fifty,  which  eontained  i^oce  than  (ova  >^s»\^mA 
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pages,  and  with  him  Burroughs,  G.  Whitehead,  Howgill,  Naykr,  I. 
Whitehepd,  Dewsbury,  Parnell,  Clark,  Bailey,  Fisher,  Hubberthon, 
Farnsworth,  Penington,  H.  Smith,  William  Smith,  Audland,  Baker, 
and  Anderson,  were  early  defenders  of  their  doctrines.  See  Whiting 
Cat  of  Friends'  books,  p.  82-6.  Most  of  these  were  even  bdm 
Penn  and  Barclay  joined  the  society.  In  the  fiercest  heat  however 
of  the  controversy  Penn  came,  exclaiming  <<  to^he  rescue!  to  the 
rescue!"  and  wielded  the  sword  of  the  spirit  with  the  prowess  of  a 
giant  in  the  faith. 

Gough,  2d  vol.  page  220  and  221,  says,  that  these  latter  writen 
introduced  no  new  doctrines,  and  that,  as  if  all  their  productions 
were  the  fruits  and  effects  of  the  one  great  principle  which  they  de- 
fended, they  confirmed  one  another  in  every  point  The  work  of 
Barclay,  who  was  a  very  learned  man,  was  intended  as  an  apologr, 
or  as  the  word  then  meant,  a  defence  of  their  faith,  and  refers  to 
and  relies  on  those  which  preceded  him.  It  was  written  in  1675, 
published  the  following  year,  and  translated  in  1678.  It  is  by  this 
and  other  works  published  at  this  early  period,  that  we  are  to  teat  the 
opinions  of  the  consistent  membersof  this  society,and  more  especially 
in  this  country ;  for  they  left  England  about  20  years  after  their  first 
rise,  and  the  yearly  meeting  here,  was  established  in  less  than  four  yean 
after  the  Apology  was  written,  and  before  it  was  much  known  in  this 
country.  But  why  were  these  works,  these  defensive  works  on  doe- 
trine  written,  if  the  society  of  Friends,  at  that  time,  like  those  who 
christen  themselves  Orthodox,  in  the  present  day,  differed  not  in  opi- 
nion from  the  many  christian  sects  around  them  ?  Why  were  the 
dungeons  of  England  filled  atone  time  with  many  thousands  of  these 
professors,  unless  they  were  considered  heretical,  by  those  sects  with 
whom  our  Orthodox  Quakers  of  the  present  period  so  cordially  agree? 
It  certainly  was  not  on  account  of  the  frxiits  of  their  principles,  for 
these  were  then,  as  now,  peacCj  benevolence,  and  truth ;  and  we 
never  should  have  read  of  the  persecution  of  these  christians,  either 
in  England  or  in  Massachusetts,  for  attributes  like  these.  The  truth 
is,  and  it  is  demonstrated  by  an  impartial  reference  to  standard  aa- 
thoritics  that  these  people  did  not  hold  opinions  in  common  with 
other  professors  of  Christianity,  but  dififered  as  widely  from  them  as 
they  do  from  those  of  the  present  time,  who  boast  of  the  primitive 
correctness  of  their  faith.  Vide  Gough,  (as  above,)  Sewel,  Penn, 
Rutty,  passim. 

The  first  settlement  of  this  society  has  been  detailed.  They  came 
out  here  principally  with  Penn,  in  consequence  of  the  acquisitions 
in  our  state,  by  Billings ;  and  their  settlements  here  were  very  scat- 
tered ;  one  of  the  earliest  was  that  at  Crosswicks,  which  is  the  sub- 
ject of  this  painful  litigation.  (See  Exhibit,  No.  49,  in  the  caus& 
Record  of  Chesterfield  monthly  meeting,  1684.) 

The  origin  of  Quakerism  was  in  1641.  The  first  settlement  in 
Rhode  Island  in  1656,  and  the  first  meetings  in  R.  I.  and  Marylaiid  in 
1670  to  1672.  TheFneud^  came\o^^v<  learaey  ^»  1667-9,  and  the  fiist 


meeting  was  established  at  Shrewsbury  ;  that  at  ('rosswicks  shortly 
afterwards.     (1  Proud's  Hist.  l(il-2.  Fox's  Jour.  l(il,  &c.) 

William  Pcnn,  soon  after  their  arrival  in  this  state,  acquired  the 
territory  of  Pennsylvania,  either  from  the  favouritism  of  the  mo- 
«iarch,  or  in  payment  of  a  debt  duo  from  the  crown  to  his  lather ; 
and  into  both  Pennsylvania  and  New  Jersey,  they  brought  their  prin- 
ciples and  peculiar  characteristics  ;  and  these  formed  those  political 
and  religious  establishments  which  have  been  so  justly  the  boast  of  all 
those  who  love  liberty  and  equal  rights ;  carrying  their  toleration, 
even  beyond  the  theory  of  Locke,  in  his  plan  of  government  for 
Carolina.     (See  4  Volt  345.)     Our  own  grants  and  concessions, 
breathe  in  every  line  that  genuine  love  of  freedom  which  exults  in 
equal  privileges,  and  leaves  the  conscience  free  in  its  intercourse 
^ith  its  Maker.    Would  that  the  same  spirit  prevailed  still  in  all 
their  members.     Their  first  attention  was  directed  to  the  establish- 
Hient  of  meetings  for  worship,  in  convenient  situations ;  but  the 
.prosperous  condition  of  the   society,  speedily  required  not  only 
meetings  for  worship,  but  for  the  transaction  of  their  church  busi- 
tiess  ajso,  and  eventually  of  the  yearly  iheeting,  to  which  represen- 
talives  from  the  various  monthly  meetings  were  regularly  sent.  This 
annual  meeting,  as  well  as  every  other  of  their  meetings,  was 
established  without  the  permission  of  that  in  London  or  elsewhere, 
lor  the  pretended  dependence  of  one  yearly  meeting  on  another,  is 
4iDSustained  by  any  precedent  of  those  days.     No  such  dependence 
exists  in  relation  to  any  of  the  meetings  in  this  country.     It  is  true 
the  common  principle  of  unity  connects  them,  and  forms  tiicm  into 
one  great  body  every  where ;  but  in  ecclesiastical  control  and  au- 
thority they  are  still  independent  of  each  other.     There  is  not  the 
least  evidence  of  that  species  of  appeal  to  the  London  meeting  which 
is  contended  for.     The  only  example  of  a  reiercnce  to  the  London 
meeting,  as  to  one  of  authority  which  has  been  referred  to,  is  in  the 
ease  of  George  Keith.    That  case,  it  will  be  necessary  to  examine 
io  other  aspects ;  upon  this  point  it  is  clear  of  doubt.     The  history 
of  it  is  this  :  Keith  was  distinguished  as  a  Friend,  with  Fox,  Bar- 
elay,  and  others ;  of  fine  talents  and  extensive  learning  ^  who  con- 
tended ably,  and  in  scmie  instances  successfully,  with  theological  dis- 
Stants,  in  England  And  America,  and  among  others,  with  Cotton 
ather,  <<tlie  oollese  boy  of  New  England."     Penn  calls  him 
the  good  G.  Keith.    But  he  had  an  incorrect  temper,  and  was  proba- 
bly ambitious  of  placing  himself  in  influence  like  Fox,  and  espe- 
eially  after  the  death  of  Fox.     About  1689  or  '90,  he  began  to  as- 
sume a  tone  of  complaint  and  dictation.     The  specific  grounds  of 
his  difficulties  with  the  society,  will  bg  hereafter  referred  to.     At 
present  it  is  only  necessary  to  say,  that  he,  with  his  partizans,  dis- 
owned the  large  body  of  Friends,  and  issued  a  condenmation  oi  the 
twenty-eight  judges,  and  of  the  ministers  and  elders;  and  was  him- 
self disowned  by  tlie  ministering  Friends  in  '92  ;  by  the  monthly 
meeting  in  Philadelphia ;  by  various  other  quarterly  ^ud  ts^^vi.\k:\^ 


meetingfi ;  snd  finally,  bv  the  yearly  Meeiiagi  of  Mfrylnri  aid 
Barbadoes.  He  appealed  difecUy  to,  md  froni)  and  deoiaoded  of 
the  yearly  meeting  of  Burlington  to  be  heard  in  diflpntation  npcm 
certain  specified  religious  doctrines.  He  was  denied  by  that  jnAj 
meeting,  and  shortly  sent  his  complaints  to  England,  and  inihelui- 
guage  of  one  of  his  opponents^  ^  made  quick  steps'^  to  that  eoantryi 
to  influence  Friends  there  in  his  favour.  He  did  not,  however,  «k 
for,  or  take  an  appeal ;  nor  did  the  yearly  aopeeting  of  Burlingtoi 
send  representatives  there  to  meet  him.  Some  of  the  Friends  frea 
this  country,  there  for  other  objects,  met  and  opposed  him.  Tbi 
yearly  meeting  of  London  was  tinwilling  to  hear  him;  but  he  fonei 
himself  upon  them,  and  he  was  heard,  and  their  testimony  mi 
issued,  not  as  an  adjudication  upon  his  case,  bnt  with  a  view  to  tbi 
quiet  and  unity  of  the  society  ;  that  the  course  towards  him  mig^ 
be  and  appear  to  be  the  act,  not  of  a  party,  but  of  the  whole  societj 
in  England  and  America.  (See  3  Gough,  333,  339,  382  to  7 ;  345, 
325,  6,  7,  8,  9.  Keith's  Appeal,  4,  5,  6.  Jennings'  Statement,  S^ 
39,  40.     Keith's  Plea  for  the  Innocent,  16.     Ell  wood's  Epistle.) 

Indeed,  there  never  was,  there  never  could  be  anything  Jike  i 
regular  appeal  from  this  country  to  England,  nor  any  efficient  aetioa, 
or  authoritative  decision  there  in  relation  to  matters  here.  In  1736, 
this  question  came  before  the  yearly  meeting  of  London,  and  Thonti 
Story,  who  joined  the  society  about  1790,  and  who  well  knew,  botk 
the  principles  and  history  of  Quakerism,  declared  that  appeals  vmt 
not  to  be  brought  there ;  that  they  were  not  the  head  of  the  chwd^ 
and  that  the  example  of  Rome. was  too  well  remembered  by  Friendly 
for  them  then,  or  in  a  succession  of  ageSy  ever  to  establish  sgch  iQ* 
thority  in  any  assembly.  .  (Story's  Journal,  245.)  Thomas  Story 
was  not  able  to  look  forward  quite  a  century,  to  the  principles  which 
would  be,  at  this  day,  advocated.  The  example  of  Rome  has  beea 
forgotten  in  the  succession  of  ages. 

The  force  of  this  position  applies  not  only  to  faith  but  to  prop(rtf> 
There  is  no  appeal,  no  connexion  which  can  have  control  ih  reiatioa 
to  this  controversy.  We  need  not  lose  time  by  a  minute  examioi* 
tion  of  the  establishment  of  the  various  meetings  in  England  ^ 
this  country.     They  are  similar  in  both.       ^ 

The- history  of  all,  except  as  to  dates,  is  umform.  Their  first  es* 
tablishment  in  England  was  in  1652,  for  care  of  the  poor  on  acooost 
of  marriages  and  sufferings.  2  Fox  Jour.  S5j  93,  223.  In  genertl 
meeting  for  sufferings  in  16G0,at  Skipton,  in  Yorkshire,  1  Fox,  499, 
500,  Sewel,  282,  and  Gough,  161,  &c.  Rutty  on  Discipline.  Those 
in  that  country  followed  in  the  same  order,  and  upon  the  same  prin- 
ciples. 

The  object  of  the  organization  of  Friends,  is  avowed  by  them- 
selves in  their  Rules  of  Discipline,  p.  2. 

The  phraseology  confines  it  to  ^  condtict  subversive  cfits  order^^ 
and  «  repugnant  to  its  testimonies,^^  such  as  slavery,  oaths,  plan- 
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ae08,  hireling  ministry,  and  going  to  latOj  but  does  not  extend  to 
rules  or  creeds  of  faith. 

Their  meetings  are  divided  into  those  for  worship  only,  and  for 
liscipline.  Those  for  worship  are  understood  by  the  name,  and  are 
MTganized  for  the  convenience  of  the  members ;  generally  of  those 
}f  a  preparative  meeting,  sometimes  of  less.  All  their  meetings, 
lowever,  are  to  a  certain  extent  for  worship.  They  begin  and  end 
vith  it;  always  by  inward  examination  and  silent  waiting;  some- 
imes  by  the  open  expression  of  sentiments  and  religious  feelings. 
kit  this  idea  of  their  meetings  of  business  being  for  worship  also,  is 
lot  satisfied  with  the  views  taken  by  the  chief  justice,  when  he  says, 
w  10,  "that  he  who  cordially  and  faithfully  performs  an  act  of  ec- 
lesiastical  duty,  does  thereby  pay  an  act  of  adoration  to  the  Al- 
lighty.*'  The  remark  resulted  from  too  confined  a  view  of  the  gre&t 
tuaker  principle,  an  error  most  common  in  this  controversy.  It  is 
rue,  that  every  man,  who  at  any  time  acts  justly,  under  a  proper 
ense  of  responsibility  to  his  Maker,  does  perform  an  acceptable  act 
f  adoration.  But  with  Friends  there  is  a  higher  sense  attached  to 
le  idea.  Other  sects  perform  acts  relating  to  their  church,  often 
irithout  worship,  in  their  mode;  the  Quaker  never.  Their  highest 
et  of  worship,  is  that  inward  examining;  the  turnihg  in  silence  to 
ie  light  within;  and  with  this  they  begin  and  end  their  meetings 
n*  every  species  of  business.  This  is  the  result  of  the  very  nature 
f  their  principle:  they  believe  that  the  spirit  of  truth  presides  o^^er 
11  their  doings,  guides  them  to  certainty  and  |o  unity  of  feeling  and 
idgment.  And  they  silently  wait  for  the  manifestation  of  the  spirit 
r  truth  in  their  minds,  as  by  it  only,  can  they  act  safely  and  pi- 
Qsly.  Their  whole  dependance  is  upon  this  lights  as  opened  tot 
lemselves  or  to  others  in  the  assembly.  And  the  doctrine,  if  sin- 
erely  felt  and  believed,  is  one,  neither  of  human  vanity,  nor  of  in- 
del  pretension.  It  humiliates  man  and  exalts  God.  He  who  can 
ly,  in  sincerity  of  heart,  "  the  God  of  Jesus  in  the  heavens  is  my 
uide  and  my  light,  to  him  only  do  I  look  for  direction,^'  never  can 
eproud  or  infidel. 

Their  worship  is  united,  the  two  sexes  being  in  different  rooms, 
ut  the  division  between  open,  so  that  what  is  said  may  be  heard  by 
II.  After  which  the  shutters  are  closed,  and  business  transacted  se- 
irately.     The  smallest,  or  if  you  please,  the  most  inferior  meeting, 

the  preparative,  which  embraces,  sometimes  only  the  members  of 
tie  meeting  for  worship,  sometimes  those  of  three  or  four,  as  in  the 
ise  of  Chesterfield  now  in  question.  It  included  the  meeting  for 
orship  in  Chesterfield,  Bordentown,  and  Trenton:  but  all  meetings 
r  worship  must  be  embraced  in  one  of  these  preparative  meetings. 

The  duties  of  the  preparative  meeting  are  various,  and  relate  to 
•opcrty,  schools,  discipline,  &c.  It  is  not  necessary  for  my  pur- 
»c,  now^  to  allude  to  more  than  two  or  three.  1.  They  answer 
leries  directed  to  them  relating  to  their  condition  and  conduct,  the 
rject  of  which  is,  that  the  state  of  the  whole  socvetY  mvj  Vsfc  ^jaji^'^xw^ 
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that  uniformity  may  be  secured,  and  those  who  are  less  faithful  to 
their  testimonies,  may  be  urged  onward. 

2.  They  look  to  matters  of  discipline  and  improper  cases,  pepire 
the  matter  and  send  it  forward  to  the  monthly  meeting  for  conside- 
ration and  decision.     But  they  never  decide  any  such  matter. 

3.  They  create  and  have  care  of  schools,  and  purchase  and  manage 
property;  and  all  concerns  of  this  character  are  by  them  considerai 
and  treated  of.  And  in  relation  to  their  property,  they  do  not  make 
report  to  the  monthly  meeting  for  its  decision.  They  manage  it  for 
themselves.  This  distinction  between  their  duties,  in  relation  to  dis- 
cipline and  property,  is  important  In  regard  to  the  former,  they 
cannot  act,  except  for  preparation:  in  regard  to  the  latter,  they  act 
without  control.  The  higher  meetings  were  organized  for  disci- 
pline ;  they  were  not  for  control  of  property.  If  any  such  control 
does  exist,  why  has  it  not  been  shown  ?  why  is  it  not  to  be  found  in 
the  evidence  ?  or  in  the  book  of  discipline  ? 

Now  the  court  will  remark,  that  it  is  in  the  preparative  meetingthat 
we  insist  that  the  whole  property  in  dispute  rests.  It  belongs  to  it;  was 
created  by.  it;  and  if  the  monthly,  or  any  other  meeting  had  right  to 
interfere  with  it,  the  right  would  have  been  explained  in  their  book, 
as  it  is  explained  in  relation  to  matters  of  discipline.  The  existence 
of  the  duty  to  prepare  and  report  with  regard  to  the  one,  and  not 
with  regard  to  the  other,  seems  conclusive.  In  discipline,  the  pre- 
parative meeting  prepares  and  reports,  but  does  not  decide.  In 
property  it  decides,  but  does  not  report  The  monthly  meeting 
cannot  volunteer  and  enforce  a  control  over  the  property  of  the  pre- 
parative meeting.  The  Chesterfield  school  fund  belongs  to  the  pre- 
parative meeting,  and  the  interference  of  any  other  body  with  it,  is 
a  violation  of  right,  and  of  the  order  of  society.  Upon  this  point, 
there  has  been  manifest  error  in  the  court  Perceiving  a  subordina- 
tion of  a  specific  kind,  as  to  certain  matters  of  discipline,  it  was 
thence  inferred,  that  a  subordination  existed  in  relation  to  property. 
A  more  fatal  error  could  not  have  been  made,  by  any  circumstance, 
in  affecting  the  conclusions  to  which  their  reasoning  brought  them. 
The  chain  is  broken  by  the  absence  of  this  link.  The  property  be- 
longs exclusively  to  the  preparative  meeting:  the  trust,  if  any  exist, 
is  in  them  uncontrolled  by  other  authority.  Test,  if  you  please,  the 
truth  of  this,  by  asking  if  any  meeting  can  interfere  with  it,  there  is 
no  limit;  we  must  extend  the  principle  to  the  extravagant  length  to 
which  the  witness  and  the  argument  carry  it,  to  London.  The 
yearly  meeting  there  may  control  it,  if  the  yearly  meeting  of  Phila- 
delphia may. 

The  next  meetings  in  order  are  the  monthly.  These  embrace  all 
the  preparative  meetings  and  meetings  for  worship  within  their 
bounds.     Introduction  to  Discipline,  p.  3. 

Their  duties  and  rights  are  of  high  moment  in  this  controversy. 
They  embrace  all  the  members  of  the  inferior  meetings;  but,  not  as 
members  of  those  ir\ferior  meetings^  having  rights  as  such,  or  by 
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s»y  of  representation.  They  are  in  no  respect  representative 
•dies.  The  fact  that  the  clerk  or  some  member  of  the  preparative 
eeting  carries  to  the  monthly  meeting  the  prepared  matters,  does  not 
ntradict  this  assertion.  He  carries  a  note,  or  copy  of  minutes,  and 
esents  the  case  for  consideration,  as  a  messenger  or  agent,  but 
lien  that  is  done,  he  is,  and  acts  as  a  member,  not  of  the  prepara- 
re,  but  of  the  monthly  meeting  itself,  as  an  individual,  with  no  re* 
^esentative  power. 

These  meetings  are  pure  democracies;  a  scouted  idea — a  scorned 
9rd,  but  true  in  the  most  emphatic  sense.  This  word  has  not  been 
ed  by  us  in  any  political  or  party  meaning,  and  no  sensibilities  should 
ive  been  roused  about  it.  It  was  intended  to  convey  the  fact,  that 
Te,  all  meet  as  men,  as  equal  men,  with  equal  power,  as  sovereigns, 

far  as  man  is  concerned.  The  only  distinction  is  that  made,  not 
f  man,  but  by  his  Maker,  and  that  distinction,  too,  created  by  the 
irit  of  truth,  the  light  within.  In  whomsoever  that  appears,  young 

old  ;  the  boy  of  fifteen,  or  the  man  of  sixty ;  it  matters  not  In 
e  light  so  appearing  they  are  drawn,  and  with  it,  they  unite. 
These  meetings  have  no  human  being  to  preside.  Christ  is  their 
ily  head.  The  only  authority  is  in  the  king  of  kings. 
They  are  also  the  great  executive  bodies,  and  the  only  executive 
tdies  of  the  whole  system.  Here  all  cases  of  discipline  are  begun 
id  ended.  The  member  accused  of  having  laid  down  his  testimo- 
es,  meets  his  fellow-members,  and  if  guilty,  they  disown  him,  and 
I  is  Excluded.  No  other  power  can  disown  or  exclude.  No  other 
eeting  can  call  one  member  to  account,  nor  enforce  a  decision,  ex- 
pt  through  and  by  this  one.  The  quarterly  meetings  have  no 
wer,  but  that  of  representation  and  on  appeal,  and  in  the  language  of 
e  learned  advocate  of  the  Orthodox,  the  yearly  meeting  has  no  ori- 
fial  cognizance.  If  either  of  the  two,  last  mentioned,  consider 
d  come  to  a  decision  on  any  case,  they  must  send  it  back  to  be 
ted  upon  and  executed,  as  the  monthly  meeting  may  determine. 
ley  advise,  but  cannot  enforce  their  advices,  except  in  the  mode 
lich  will  be  hereafter  designated.  In  truth,  these  monthly  meet- 
^,  as  indeed  the  whole  society,  is  a  great  democracy,  in  which 
ity  and  the  spirit  of  truth  are  the  controlling  principles  and 
ivers  ;  and  the  history  of  man,  ancient  or  modern,  furnishes  no  in- 
ince,  in  politics  or  religion^  in  which  the  genuine  doctrines  of 
ual  rights  are  so  fully  and  so  beautifully  exemplified. 

The  court  adjourned. 


Saturday  fnorning. 
R.  SoTTTHABD  resumed  : 

1  was  endeavouring  to  exhibit  the  true  character  of  the  monthly 
setings  of  the  society  of  Friends ;  to  satisfy  the  court  that  those 
eetings  were  purely  original — that  they  are  uol  T^^T^»Rx^^s^AN^ 
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bodies;  and  that  no  individual  in  that  tflsociation  was  to  be  eooft-   lii 
dered  as  representing  any  other  interest  or  meeting  than  that  to     ti 
which  he  was  personally  attached.     I  hope, to  satisfy  the  court  that 
such  was  the  fact ;  as  in  the  process  of  the  argument,  the  right  uq- 
derstanding  of  this  matter  will  be  found  of  some  importance.  I  sug- 
gested that  this  society  was  a  pure  democracy;  that  it  was  one  of 
those  associations  in  which  every  individual  stood  on  the  same  pbl- 
form,  that  there  was  a  perfect  equality  among  the  members ;  and|  I 
added,  that  of  all  societies  existing  in  the. world,  the  monthly  meet- 
ings of  the  society  of  Friends  are  most  truly  democratical  and  equiL 
So  far  as  I  have  read,  the  history  of  mankind,  both  in  its  civil  and 
ecclesiastical  branches,  I  know  of  none  wherein  the  pure  principlea 
of  democracy  are  more  purely  and  beautifully  exhibited  than  in  tbii; 
if  there  is  one,  it  has  escaped  my  notice.    The  only  distioetioD 
which  does  exist,  is  that  which  is  made,  not  by  men,  but  by  the 
author  of  our  existence,  by  the  more  perfect  shining  of  that  light 
within. 

If  there  is  any  distinction,  it  is  not  a  human  distinction;  but  is 
made  by  the  God  whom  they  worship ;  and  in  all  their  conclusions 
and  decisions,  however  they  may  vary  their  forms,  or  use  any  other 
phraseology,  they  mean  nothing  else  than  that,  in  regard  to  those 
conclusions  and  decisions,  the  spirit  of  truth  has  enlightened  them; 
that  it  has  carried  conviction  to  the  hearts,  and  ultimately  prodaeed 
unity  of  sentiment,  feeling,  and  decision.  This  is  the  substance  of 
the  Quaker  doctrine  as  I  understand  it 

Although  there  is  in  this,  as  there  is,  or  ought  to  be,  in  every  other 
association  of  men,  a  uniform  respect  to  age,  yet  unless  the  aged 
man  be  the  avenue  through  which  light  is  communicated,  unless  by 
his  own  acts  he  gives  light  to  the  society,  he  is  to  possess  no  nore 
weight  or  influence  than  the  mere  youth  of  twenty.  The  history  of 
this  society,  since  its  commencement,  shows  that  such  is  the  case.  It 
shows  it  more,  indeed,  in  its  earlier  stages,  than  at  the  present  day; 
though  I  shall  not  undertake  to  assign  a  reason  for  the  fact 

There  are  numerous  instances  of  the  whole  body  being  governed 
by  the  suggestions  and  leadings  of  youths  of  sixteen  to  twenty  yean 
At  the  early  age  of  nineteen,  James  Parnell  sounded  the  trumpet  of 
the  Lord  with  remarkable  power  and  usefulness,  and  became  one  of 
the  distinguished  lights  ;  the  instrument  of  pouring  conviction  upon 
the  hearts  of  many.  He  was  imprisoned,  and  lay  there  till  he  died. 
But  he  was  talented,  virtuous,  and  sincere.  You  may  remember 
that  Stephen  Crisp,  portions  of  whose  works  you  have  heard  read, 
visited  him  in  his  dungeon  for  the  purpose  of  convincing  him  that 
he  was  in  error.  Stephen  came  out  a  converted  man,  and  afterwards 
became  an  open  preacher  of  the  light  of  righteousness,  and  herty 
before  us,  are  his  works.  What,  then,  was  Parnell?  an  old  man? 
no.  When  the  spirit  of  truth  descends  from  heaven  it  uses  its  own 
instruments ;  and  the  old,  or  the  young,  may  alike  be  the  objects  of 
jits  selection.   In  the  early  ages  of  this  society,  youths  under  twenty- 
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'e  have  often  been  travelling  ministers,  and  have  gone  into  all  parts 
disseminate  and  defend  its  doctrines. 

But  I  return  to  my  principle,  that  in  this  democracy  there  arc  no 
itinctions  save  such  as  are  drawn  by  the  spirit  of  truth  itself;  and 
latever  may  Be  the  course  taken  by  the  ability  of  counsel  to  over- 
rn  this  position,  or  whatever  contrary  aspect  Samuel  Bettle  and 
bers  may  now  offer  to  the  court  in  this  behalf,  this  is  the  true,  the 
iginal  Quaker  doctrine. 

i  said  that  this  was  the  great  and  peculiar  doctrine  of  the  society 
Friends ;  and  I  illustrated  it  by  the  fact  that  all  matters  of  impor- 
loe  are  to  have  adjudication  there.  There  is  no  question  of  disci- 
ine  that  can  originally  take  its  commencement  elsewhere  than  in 
3  monthly  meeting ;  though  it  may  be  subsequently  carried  else- 
lere  by  appeal ;  and  any  decision  made  by  the  quarterly  or  the 
>arly  meeting  itself,  has  no  efficacy  nor  power  till  the  concurrence 
the  monthly  meeting  has  been  procured  in  that  decision.  This 
ves  the  decision  all  its  force :  the  monthly  meeting  may  accord  in 
e  decision,  and  it  is  thus  rendered  valid  :  but  let  the  yearly  meet- 
g  decide  any  question  of  discipline,  and  not  send  it  back  for  the 
notion  of  the  monthly  meeting,  it  can  possess  no  power,  no  in- 
lence  ;  it  has  no  power  over  the  judgment  and  consciences  of  any 
the  members.  If  the  yearly  meeting  return  it,  the  monthly  meet- 
g  will  consider  the  propriety  of  concurring  in  it,  and  if  they  do  so 
ncur,  the  decision  is  binding  ;  till  that  moment  it  has  no  validity, 
ippose  that  the  monthly  meeting  should  not  agree,  can  it  be  pre- 
aded  that  the  decision  of  the  yearly  meeting  is  established  ?  Not 
Without  such  concurrence  the  yearly  meeting  cannot  enforce 
\  decision.  What  then  is  the  course  to  be  pursued  ?  The  monthly 
eeting  is  to  be  called  together — the  advice  of  the  yearly  meeting 
be  considered  under  the  guidance  of  truth,  and  a  conclusion 
»ine  to. 

Till  then  there  is  no  strength  in  it  Suppose  the  meeting  of  Ghes- 
rfield  had  dealt  with  Vecow,  and  had  pronounced  its  decision  in  his 
vour,  (if  there  was  no  appeal  the  decision  of  course  is  good  ;)  that 
was  carried  to  the  quarterly  meeting,  and  thence  to  the  yearly 
jeeting ;  and  that  the  yearly  meeting  had  pronounced  this  judgment 
be  incorrect  Is  Decow  or  the  monthly  meeting  affected  whilst 
le  matter  stands  thus  ?  Not  at  all.  But  suppose  that  the  yearly 
eeting  sends  back  the  decision  through  the  quarterly  to  the  monthly 
eeting  ;  and  the  monthly  meeting  will  not  yield  its  concurrence, 
UD  the  yearly  meeting  compel  Decow  to  submit  to  its  decision  ?  If 
ich  is  the  case,  the  discipline  is  at  an  end  ;  but  there  is  no  such 
3wer.  They  must  call  on  the  monthly  meeting  itself  to  bring  him 
i  account,  to  make  the  true  decision,  which  is  to  be  effective. 
X  make  this  remark  because  it  will  be  found  that  the  Orthodox 
arty  have  violated  this  principle  again  and  again  ;  and  if  1  am  not 
ght,  let  my  error  be  shown.  The  monthly  meeting  is  the  only 
Kecutive  body  that  can  deal  with^  and,  if  you  ^ease  fnMvUK>i^ 
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membeni.  If  the  monthly  meeting  will  not  yield  to  the  yeariy 
meeting,  I  admit  that  the  monthly  meeting  may  be  called  to  aceoont; 
but  for  this  there  is  a  mode  pointed  out  by  the  discipliney  of  whidl 
shall  speak  hereafter. 

Now  the  monthly  meeting,  in  the  exercise  of  its  discretionny 
power,  may  take  any  member  to  judgment,  whether  the  quarteriyor 
yearly  meeting  will  it  or  not ;  and  thus  it  has  its  own  original  juris* 
diction  in  these  matters.     The  powers  of  the  monthly  meeting  are 
fully  set  forth  in  the  discipline.     In  page  59  they  are  authorised  to 
disown  those  who  are  wilfully  negligent  of  worship.     In  p.  41  they 
may  give  permission  to  go  to  law.     In  page  14,  you  will  find  that 
this  body  superintends,  (and  gives  certificates  to)  travelling  Friend^ 
and  those  who  are  removed  from  office.     There  are  likewise  other 
certificates  of  ministers  to  which  I  shall  look  hereafter.     In  pages  5 
and  6,  they  are  to  attend  to  the  necessitous,  and  those  who  want 
brotherly  care.     In  page  25,  they  arc  to  admit  new  members  into 
the  society.     A  new  member  on  convincement,  (as  the  p'hraseology 
is,)  does  not  go  to  the  quarterly  or  to  the  yearly  meeting  of  Philadd- 
phia,  he  goes  to  the  monthly  meeting,  who  either  reject  or  rcceite 
him,  as  they  find  him  competent  or  otherwise  ;  and,  having  this  con- 
trol, it  is  manifest,  from  this  very  fact,  that  it  is  the  great  executive 
body  (not  in  appeals,  but  in  original  jurisdiction.)     The  monthly 
meeting  is  the  only  avenue  by  which  a  new  member  can  be  admitted. 
They  take  care  of  deaths,  funerals,  and  marriages,  and  all  regula- 
tions of  this  kind  and  description.     They  choose  all  the  ministers 
and  elders,  and  appoint  the  time  of  their  meetings.     We  have  heard 
much,  and  eloquently,  about  the  travelling  ministers  going  into  the 
country  to  preach.  Where  do  they  get  permission  ?    (I  do  not  speak 
of  their  authority,  for  that  is  the  light  within.)     They  get  it  from 
the  monthly  meeting.     Suppose  it  is  decided  that  any  individual  is 
not  the    proper  person   to  minister;   do  they  appeal?     No:  the 
monthly  meeting  have  only  to  say  by  their  own  mouth,  that  he  is 
not  a  suitable  person.     In  regard,  therefore,  to  the  religious  portion 
of  the  institution,  it  is  the  great  tribunal. 

The  overseers  are  also  appointed  by  the  monthly  meeting,  as  given 
in  p.  29.  In  p.  89,  we  find  that  this  body  not  only  executes  the  dis- 
cipline, but  exhibits  to  the  world  the  true  state  and  condition  of  the 
society.  What  do  1  mean  ?  that  they  exhibit  to  the  world  by  any 
publication  or  otherwise,  the  condition  of  the  society  ?  No;  for  the 
yearly  meeting  does  this,  but  how?  From  answers  given  on  all 
points  of  inquiry  by  the  monthly  meeting;  so  that  the  declaration 
itself,  though  made  by  the  yearly  meeting,  is  dictated  and  arranged 
by  and  from  answers  given  by  the  various  monthly  meetings.  They 
not  only  appoint  the  ministers  of  the  cross,  and  attend  to  the  execu- 
tion of  the  provisions  of  the  discipline,  but  they  are  the  only  means 
by  which  exhibition  can  be  made  of  the  state  of  religion  in  this  so- 
ciety, since  the  yearly  meeting  dare  not  give  forth  to  the  world  any- 
thing which  is  not  found  \u  \\\^  %t\«.^eT«  «o  returned  lo  them  by  the 
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lonthly  meeting.  I  speak  of  this,  because  in  the  proceedings  of  the 
hiladelphia  yearly  meeting,  some  allusion  is  made  to  this  subject; 
id  because  I  intended  to  show  that  those  proceedings  went  to  vio- 
te  the  character  of  the  whole  institution  with  which  they  are  con- 
ected. 

The  monthly  meeting  is  embraced  within  the  quarterly  meeting, 
nd  the  quarterly  meetings  consist  respectively  of  a  large  body  of 
riends.  To  these  meetings  the  monthly  meeting  regularly  sends 
ipresentativesy  but  not  as  a  legislative  body:  these  representatives 
re  sent  for  the  purpose  of  giving  information;  what  duty  has  the 
^mmittec  thus  delegated  to  perform,  when  it  comes  before  the  quar- 
srly  meeting  ?  It  has  the  power  to  give  the  information  with  which 
;  is  entrusted;  but  what  else  ?  Do  the  representatives  volunteer  their 
wn  opinions  as  those  of  the  meeting  to  which  they  belong  ?  Do 
ley  say  my  meeting  says  so  or  so  ?  Nothing  of  the  kind ;  it  is  a 
lere  agency  appointed  to  carry  to  the  quarterly  meeting  matters  of 
nportance  on  which  they  have  to  be  informed;  but  when  that  com- 
littee  enters  the  quarterly  meeting  no  man  opens  his  lips  to  express 
ie  opinions  of  his  meeting.  Go  to  the  quarterly  meeting  at  Bur- 
Qgton,  and  see  if  the  representatives  of  the  Chesterfield  meeting  will 
ly,  <<  We  belong  to  the  Chesterfield  meeting,  and  our  meeting  is  of 
ach  an  opinion?^'  They  dare  not  do  this;  it  is  democracy  again, 
routed  democracy  still,  and  this  is  not  only  true,  but  the  necessary 
2flult  of  their  fundamental  truths.  I  know  these  are  views  directly 
Dntradictory  to  those  taken  by  the  other  persons  in  Pennsylvania.  I 
ik  the  court  to  look  at  the  discipline,  and  say  if  they  have  not  per- 
erted  it;  if  they  have  not,  1  am  in  a  radical  error. 

The  description  of  the  monthly  meetings,  by  Clarkson,  in  his 
[istory  of  Quakerism,  where  he  speaks  of  monthly  meetings,  vol.  i. 
.  210.,  is  drawn  from  the  living  evidence  before  the  writer. 

There  every  man  stands  on  his  own  ground.  <<  All  members  pro- 
mt are  allowed  to  speak.  The  poorest  man  in  the  meeting  house  is 
ititled  to  deliver  his  sentiments  on  any  point.  No  person  may  in- 
xrupt  him  while  he  speaks.''  And  this  makes  the  great  character- 
tic  of  the  meeting.  Every  man  feels  the  full  weight  of  human 
rivilege  there;  and  from  that  same  glorious  feeling  has  sprung  most 
'the  freedom  which  we  in  New  Jersey  enjoy;  and  which  we  desire 
>t  only  to  see  continued  in  our  own  country,  but  spread  over  the 
ce  of  the  whole  world.  It  is  not  the  liberty  of  Greece  and  Rome, 
»  much  talked  about,  but  so  little  known  or  felt  in  reality,  of  which 
e  are  in  the  fruition  now;  other  countries  boast  of  it — we  enjoy  it; 
id  we  have  derived  it  more  from  the  Quaker  institutions  than  from 
rery  other  source;  and  if  it  can  only  be  carried  forth  in  its  utmost 
ctent  and  purity,  it  will  produce  the  milcnnium  oi  human  liberty, 

not  of  human  happiness. 

The  next  meeting  in  the  discipline  of  this  society  is  the  quarterly 
leeting.  They  consist  of  several  monthly  meetings,  and  embrace 
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them,  not  in  their  meeting  capacity,  but  the  original  members  m 
Friends.    All  the  members  of  the  society  sit  iu  them  in  their  origr- 
ginal  capacity,  and  not  as  representatives.    Their  mode  of  commoni 
catipn  with  the  monthly  meetings  is  the  only  thing  which  cancrette 
the  slightest  doubt  as  to  their  real  character,  and  this  is  easily  ex- 
plained ;  it  is  by  committees  of  the  monthly  meeting  when  they 
send  advices  or  decisions,  such  as  I  have  before  alluded  to.    ThoK 
committees  have  a  mere  duty  to  perform  in  their  representative  » 
pacity,  and  when  this  is  done,  they  sit' and  act  as  original  membai 
of  the  quarterly  meeting  itself.     The  quarterly  meetings  bear  ip* 
peals,  but  it  is  only  on  the  application  of  the  individual  who  feds 
himself  injured,  and  for  his  relief ;  but  the  decision  on  that  appedb 
of  no  avail  till  sanctioned  by  the  monthly  meeting.     It  is  a  mittff 
of  friendship  and  love,  not  of  litigation,  and  strife,  and  power. 
Their  object  is  to  embrace  the  monthly  meetings  so  as  to  be  a  more 
general  assemblage  to  inquire  into  the  unity  of  the  body,  and  to  eoD- 
vey  to  the  yearly  meeting  the  wants  and  wishes  of  the  society  it 
large.     They  are  not  intended  to  create  power,  but  simply  to  sopff- 
vise  the  powers  of  the  monthly  meetings ;  and  herein  is  onegreit 
error  of  Chief  Justice  Ewing.     They  appoint  representatifcs  to 
carry  tlieir  wishes  to  the  yearly  meeting,  but  when  they  come  there, 
they  have  two,  and  two  only  duties  to  perform.     First,  to  present 
the  reports;  and  secondly,  to  nominate  a  clerk.     This  done,  they 
sink  into  the  ordinary  class  of  members,  and  have  no  other  rights 
than  as  such.     The  quarterly  meeting  has  no  original  cognisance  of 
discipline,  nor  power  to  do  any  original  act     So  that  when  they  go 
to  the  yearly  meeting  it  is  not  to  exercise  any  superior  power,  tat 
merely  to  gather  the  sense  of  the  great  body  of  Friends,  so  that  they 
may  then  go  into  the  other  meetings,  and  show  them  the  proprie^ 
of  condescending  to  the  measures  there  recommended.     But  whil 
is  the  meaning  (and  I  should  like  to  know  precisely)  of  this  term 
"  condescend,"  as  the  opposite  party  use  it  ?   It  seems  folly  to  talk  of 
condescension  when  there  is  power  to  enforce  obedience  to  a  deci- 
sion.    Is  there  any  other  human  institution  where  this  power  to  en^ 
force  exists,  in  which  an  individual  would  be  said  to  <*  condescend'' 
to  its  dictates?     Did  not  the  Quakers  understand  the  meaning  of 
terms  ?     And  yet  the  Orthodox  party  tell  us  of  condescension  of 
the  less  to  the  greater  part.     In  this  very  word  there  is  an  explana- 
tion of  the  truth  which  they  have  so  carefully  attempted  to  conceal. 
There  is  no  power  existing  over  this  society  ;  except  that  one  great 
and  all-pervading  over  the  whole,  without  which  the  society  cannot 
exist,  and,  in  the  very  term  used  by  the  Orthodox  party  themselves, 
I  find  demonstration  of  the  character  of  the  influence  exercised.  The 
monthly  meeting,  if  it  be  led  so  to  do,  by  the  spirit  of  truth,  yields 
its  former  opinion  ;  condescends  to  the  quarterly  or  yearly  meeting, 
but  does  not  receive  their  opinion  as  matter  of  power  and  authority, 
as  is  provided  and  exhibited  by  other  sects.  The  doctrine  contended 
[or  by  our  adversaries  may  be  ^^i^V^^^XeTvajci^or  eyiscopaliao,  but  it  is  not 
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^ker.  They  act  on  the  principle  they  avow ;  when  they  said 
hat  it  was  condescerhsion^  they  said  truly. 

There  is  a  distinction  between  this  and  other  societies  in  their 
node  of  government  If  this  is  not  it,  what  is  it  ?  When  the  Or-  . 
tiodox  issued  their  creed  they  put  their  feet  on  the  step  of  the  stee- 
le-house )  when  they  proclaimed  their  principle  of  submission  to 
jperior  authority,  they  asked  for  admission  into  that  steeple-house, 
ad  if  matters  proffress,  we  shall  next  hear  that  they  have  gained 
imission  into  it;  nut  when  they  do,  it  can  only  be  over  the  ruinous 
"agments  of  Quakerism. 

But  what  other  powers  have  the  quarterly  meetings  beyond  those 
^hich  have  been  mentioned  ?  Do  they  become  the  advocates  of  the 
sports  in  the  yearly  meeting?  If  so^  it  is  not  according  to  the 
lies  in  their  discipline^  and  to  that  we  must  bring  them  back. 

But,  sirs,  is  it  usage  which  operates  to  give  force  to  their  posi- 
OQ  ?  If  so,  we  ought  to  have  been  informed  by  Samuel  Bettle, 
amuel  Parsons,  Samuel  Craft,  or  some  one  of  those  that  have  be- 
[>me  the  advocates  of  the  reports,  as  evidences  of  power  in  the 
early  meeting.  The  representatives  present  their  reports;  they 
len  have  to  remain  until  a  decision  is  arrived  at,  not  as  partizans  of 
)€  monthly  meetings,  or  quarterly  meetings,  but  as  humble  waiters 
Q  the  spirit  of  truth ;  there  is  no  partizanship ;  Quakerism  repudi- 
tes  all  distinctions  among  its  members,  and  denies  everything  like 
vtizanship. 

The  representatives  (and  it  is  of  the  highest  importance  that  they 
bould  do  so,  and  it  is  also  the  easiest  method)  present  their  reports 

>  give  to  the  whole  body  an  account  of  the  state  of  that  especial 
ortion  to  which  they  respectively  belong.  After  this  they  have  one 
lore  important  duty  to  perform,  which  is  worthy  of  remark.     It  is 

>  nominate  a  clerk,  and,  although  I  intended  to  enter  on  that  matter 
(^where,  I  may  as  well  consider  now  what  is  the  nature  and  object 
r  this  part  of  their  discipline. 

Quarterly  meetings  are  expressly  directed  to  appoint  a  committee 

>  nominate  a  clerk,  and  present  his  name  to  see  if  the  body  will  re- 
vive him.  '  This  is  directed  by  the  Discipline,  in  p.  21 : 

'<  A  committee  should  be  annually  appointed  in  each  of  our  quar- 
yc\y  and  monthly  meetings,  for  the  nomination  of  clerks ;  which 
lay  afford  opportunity  for  their  being  seasonably  changed,  and  more 
f  our  qualified  members  exercised  in  those  services.'' 

Now,  in  that  sentence,  if  1  comprehend  it,  there  are  weighty  mat- 
ers contained.  There  is  an  agreement  that  they  will  conduct  the 
omination  by  a  committee  annually  sent  for  that  purpose.  The 
lerk  is  only  nominated  ;  he  is  not  appointed  by  the  committee,  and 
lis  is  to  be  done  as  well  in  the  monthly  and  quarterly  meetings,  as 
1  the  yearly  meeting. 

The  object  is  to  nominate  a  clerk,  and  to  do  it  annually,  so  that  he 
lay  be  seasonably  changed,  and  that  more  of  the  qualified  members 
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of  the  society  may  serve,  and  they  do  it,  by  their  vepresentatiTei  io 
the  yearly  meeting,  and  by  a  committee  in  the  inferior  meetinp. 

It  is  a  committee  composed  of  the  representatives,  that  makes  the 
nomination  in  the  yearly  meeting.  It  may  be  asked  why  this  pbs 
should  be  adopted :  and  the  reason  is  obvious.  In  the  yeariy  meet- 
ing, persons  are  wanted  who  can  point  out  the  members  who  are  pro- 
per to  serve  in  that  office.  This  meeting  might  in  some  other  mode 
procure  such  information  as  is  required,  but  the  object  is  to  inquire 
into  the  extreme  limits  of  the  society,  and  therefore  these  representa- 
tives become  the  committee.  The  same  reason  will  apply  to  the  qudv 
terly  meetings.  It  is  done  in  this  mode,  with  a  view  that  the  sense 
of  every  part  may  be  gathered.  But  the  yearly  meeting  itself  does 
not  appoint  these  representatives  or  committee  as  the  monthly  meet* 
ing  does.  Why  not  ?  For  the  very  same  reason:  that  information 
may  be  procured  from  all  quarters,  and  that  a  fair  representation  of 
the  wishes  of  the  whole  society  may  thereby  be  given.  A  committee 
is  appointed  for  the  purpose,  in  smaller  meetings,  where  all  the  mem- 
bers are  personally  known  to  each  other — in  the  larger  meetings,  re- 
presentatives do  the  same  duty,  as  a  committee,  to  accomplidi  the 
same  end. 

The  representatives  then  are  the  mere  committee  for  the  nomim- 
tion  of  clerk ;  they  have  no  other  powers ;  and  after  this  is  done,  they 
sink  back  into  the  body,  as  other  members.  They  there  act  upon 
the  nomination  as  every  other  member  does,  in  their  original  charac- 
ters, as  members.  Thus  we  come  back  again  .to  the  great  principle. 
The  meeting  is  to  consider  whether  the  nomination  is  a  good  one, 
and  come  to  their  decision  according  to  the  spirit  of  truth  whose  dic- 
tates each  member  obeys. 

The  quarterly  meetings  which  are  under  consideration,  have  no 
original  cognizance  in  matters  of  discipline,  and  they  exercise  none. 
There  is  one  act  which  they  do  as  the  quarterly  meeting ;  give  cer- 
tificates to  ministers,  travelling  without  the  limits  of  the  yearly  meet- 
ing. When  a  minister  goes  beyond  the  limits,  or  crosses  the  Atlantic, 
it  is  then  required,  in  order  to  give  importance  to  his  certificate,  that 
the  quarterly  meeting  should  join  in  it.  This  they  do  as  an  original 
act  In  all  instances,  I  believe,  the  monthly  meeting  gives  certifi- 
cates ;  but  not  alone.  In  the  cases  alluded  to,  the  quarterly  meeting 
must  then  join.  Hence  we  hear,  that  when  Elias  Hicks  went  to  the 
Philadelphia  and  Baltimore  meetings,  he  went  with  his  certificate,by 
which  he  received  his  authority  to  travel  and  preach,  first  from  his 
monthly,  then  from  his  quarterly  meeting. 

The  next  meeting  is  the  yearly  ;  this  consists  of  all  the  other  meet- 
ings. It  has  been  said  that  they  consist  of  all  the  quarterly  meetings* 
This  is  true  in  one  sense,  though  not  in  another ;  they  consist  of  all 
the  members,  but  not  as  bodies  in  their  capacity  of  meetings.  The 
court  will  find  in  page  3  of  the  Discipline,  a  reference  to  this 
meeting : 

'^For  the  more  regjular  and  efiisctual  support  of  this  order  of  the 
society f  beside  the  usual  meeV-vu^^  lot  >^^\Mr^Mi^^l  ^v«v^<^  worship, 
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I  are  instituted  subordinate  to  each  other :  such  as,  Firsts  pro- 
ve meetings,  which  commonly  consist  of  the  members  of  a 
ng  for  worship.  Second^  monthly  meetings,  each  of  which 
lonly  consists  of  several  preparative  meetings.  Third,  quar- 
iieetings,each  of  which  consists  of  several  of  the  monthly  meet- 
And  fourth^   the  yearly  meeting,    which   comprises  the 
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'hese  meetings  have  all  distinct  allotments  of  service  ;  and  as 
iencc  shows  that  when  this  service  isattencfed  to  in  uprightness 
edication  of  heart,  with  a  single  eye  to  the  honour  of  our  holy 
and  the  help  and  edification  one  of  another,  in  the  love  where- 
fie  has  loved  us,  our  assemblies  are  often  favoured  with  his  aid 
irection.  Friends  are  affectionately  desired  and  exhorted  to  be 
nt  in  the  attendance  of  them;  and  when  met,  humbly  to  seek 
clothed  with  the  spirit  of  wisdom  and  charity ;  this  will  divest 
ind  of  a  dependence  on  our  own  strength  and  abilities,  endue  us 
[)atience  and  condescension  towards  each  other,  and  being  pre- 
1  in  fellowship  agreeably  to  our  Lord's  declaration,  <One  is 
naster,even  Christ,  and  all  ye  are  brethren,'  a  qualification  will 
perienoed  in  our  several  stations  and  movements  to  build  up  one 
er  in  that  faith  which  works  by  love  to  the  purifying  of  the 

d  in  page  1,  you  will  find  what  is  said  in  relation  to  appeals^  and 

hey  are  to  reach  the  yearly  meeting. 

page  8,  you  perceive  that  they,  receive  answers  to  queries.     Of 

will  speak  by  and  by.  1  will  simply  here  make  one  remark, 
is  their  object  ?  Is  it  to  found  a  (Usciplinary  act  on  any  qf 
queries  ?  It  is  not,  nor  has  it  ever  been  so,  in  any  case.  I 
n  this,  speak  too  positively,  not  knowing  anything  of  their  dis- 
e  personally — not  having  been  born  amongst  them,  and  only 
g  seen  them,  as  others  out  of  their  society,  have.  I  speak  ac- 
)g  to  my  information ;  but  with  confidence,  what  I  believe  with 
ence. 

ly,  then,  that  these  queries  are  not  intended  as  the  foundation 
iciplinary  proceedings  ;  and  there  is  not  one  of  them  on  which 
I  proceeding  could  be  founded.  If  there  is  one,  which  is  it  ? 
iie  yearly  meeting  make  them  so  ?^  All  they  can  do  is  on  the 
mentation  of  the  quarters,  or  on  appeals  from  individuals.  I  state 
le  more  earnestly,  because  I  thought  my  learned  and  eloquent 

drew  from  them  an  argument  not  founded  in  principle ;  and 
1  it  in  such  a  manner  as  to  lead  away  with  him,  for  a  moment, 
my  own  feelings  ;  and  I  desire  to  bring  the  court  back  to  the 
rearing  of  the  question.  If  there  is  one  query  on  which  a  dis- 
ary  proceeding  can  be  founded,  which  is  it?    I  cannot  find  it 

then,  what  is  the  object  of  the  queries  ?  This  great  body 
I  for  the  good  of  the  whole  society  ;  they  do  not  rely  upon  in- 
uals ;  the  yearly  meeting  sends  queries  to  the  quarterly  meet- 
inquiring  into  the  state  of  things  there,  and  they  are  to  be  sent 


theDce  to  the  inferior  meetings,  and  so  to  be  answered.  Let  us  look 
at  one  of  them.  <<  Are  friends  careful  to  bring  up  those  under  their 
direction  in  plainness  of  speech,  behaviour,  and  apparel ;  in  frMpieiit 
reading  of  the  holy  Scriptures  ;  and  to  restrain  them  from  reiding 
pernicious  books,  and  from  the  eorrupt  conversation  of  the  world?" 

How  could  the  quarterly  meeting  answer  this  ?  Only  through  its 
monthly,  meetings  ;  and  these  again  only  so  far  as  concerns  their 
own  immediate  neighbourhood,  but  not  beyond  it  The  Barlingtoo 
monthly  meeting  could  not  answer  for  the  Chesterfield  roonthlj 
meeting;  therefore  they  kre  required  to  send  up  answers  to  the  larj^ 
meetings;  and  the  answering  of  these  queries  has  one  sole  obje^tn 
,  view — to  look  into  the  various  bodies  :  if  they  were  feeble,  to  nnb 
them  strong,  so  that  they  may  not  lay  down  their  testimony.  In  the 
yearly  meeting  these  answers  are  all  received,  and  the  state  of  so- 
ciety in  reference  to  this  great  object  considered. 

That  meeting  also  answers  and  sends  epistles.  But  do  they  there- 
by acknowledge  subordination  ?  It  has  no  existence.  When  they 
send  these  epistles  to  Baltimore  yearly  meeting,  do  they  acknow- 
ledge subordination  to  it?  They  acknowledge  it  to  no  man  or  set 
of  men :  it  is  the  brother  writing  to  the  brother,  not  the  servant  to 
the  master;  it  is  not  the  inferior  and  subordinate  to  the  superior lod 
authoritative  ;  it  is  not  the  slave  to  his  ruler;  but  it  is  man  to  mm, 
and  heart  to  heart 

When  they  send  epistles  to  the  yearly  meeting  at  London,  do  they 
acknowledge  subordination  to  it  ?  No  connection  ever  existed  be- 
tween them,  save  the  connection  of  epistles.  Find  me  one  of  these 
in  which  subordination  is  acknowledged ;  and  whilst  I  scorn  the 
people  that  wrote  it,  Pll  yield  the  cause  of  my  clients.  I  have  ex- 
amined hundreds  of  them,  and  I  seek  in  vain  for  such  an  acknow- 
ledgment 

Here  are  twenty-six  thousarfd  of  human  beings  of  this  persuasion 
in  Pennsylvania,  nineteen  thousand  in  New  York,  and  ten  thou- 
sand in  Baltimore,  (if  such  be  the  numbers,)  who  together  write 
their  epistles,  not  to  acknowledge  inferiority  and  subordination,  but 
merely  their  unity.  If  the  yearly  meeting  at  Philadelphia  acknow- 
ledges subordination  to  that  of  London;  then  the  epistle  written 
to  Virginia  does  the  same  .thing,  for  the  connection  between  the 
two  is  the  same.  I  challenge  the  production  of  a  word  ever  passed 
between  the  Philadelphia  and  London  meetings,  acknowledging  con- 
trol on  the  part  of  the  former,  or  bespeaking  inferiority  on  the  part 
of  the  latter.  It  is  the  connection  of  equality — the  very  foundation 
on  which  everything  like  Quakerism  rests. 

This  vearly  meeting,  if  ours,  whose  conduct  is  to  be  investigated, 
(a  painuil  though  imperious  duty,)  was  established  soon  after  the 
meeting  in  London,  and  so  as  to  prevent  the  idea  of  dependence.  It 
was  established  early  in  1681  by  the  monthly  meetings  ;  after  1667 
it  was  held  alternately  at  Burlington  and  Philadelphia;  after  that 
year  it  ceased  to  be  ao  held. 
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This  may  appear  not  important,  l)iit  it  will  be  found  to  bo  so. 
They  met  at  Burlington  one  year,  and  at  Philadelphia  another.  In 
1683  there  was  a  proppsition  to  change  it  to  Philadelphia  ;  in  1684 
the  proposition  was  rejected  ;  and  in  1685  it  was  agreed  to — but 
how  ?  Tha  evidence  shows  that  it  was  not  by  the  unanimous  opinion 
of  the  meeting,  but  by  the  majority.  They  could  not  agree ;  but  no 
nnkind  feeling  arose  ;  there  was  a  condescension  by  the  minority. 

There  is  another  point  in  this  matter  worthy  of  allusion:  the  con- 
sideration of  the  change,  was  for  the  benefit  of  the  yming.  Let  this 
be  carried  along  with  us  in  our  deliberations  on  the  argument  used 
the  other  day  in  relation  to  the  youth  of  the  society.  As  these 
epistles  and  communications  do  not  imply  subordination  and  infe- 
riority, so  neither  do  the  queries  and  the  answers;  the  epistles  and 
eommunications,  which  take  place  between  the  meetings  within  the 
same  yearly  meeting.  They  are  intended  not  for  the  exercise  of 
po^^^r  and  authority,  but  of  brotherly  love  and  mutual  aid  and 
comfort 

In  connection  with  this  yearly  meeting,  are  the  meetings  of  ministers 
aod  elders.  It  has  been  told  how  the  ministers  and  elders  are  appointed. 
Their  meetings  are  to  support  and  sustain  each  other,  and  are  to 
meet  as  often  as  those  for  discipline^  but  they  are  not  to  interfere 
vrith  its  duties.  They  have  also  a  quarterly  meeting  and  a  yearly 
meeting  held  in  Philadelphia,  which  must  be  scrutinized  hereafter. 
I  merely  allude  to  it  now,  to  show  that  there  is  the  same  routine  in 
this  respect,  as  is  required  in  the  other  meetings.  In  p.  62,  66,  67, 
the  court  will  find  an  account  of  it  But  the  elders  might,  in  per- 
forming their  appropriate  duties,  be  confined  to  their  own  meetings; 
they  have  no  right  to  go  out  of  them.  And  here*  the  adverse  coun- 
sel has  made  an  important  omission.  The  elders  and  ministers  are 
appointed  by  the  monthly  meeting  within  their  own  limits;  if  they 
fasve  power  to  go  beyond  it,  they  ought  to  show  it:  they  have  not 
attempted  it,  because  they  knew  it  could  not  be  accomplished.  I 
ask  for  their  authority.  It  is  not  for  me  to  prove  my  position,  it  is 
for  them  to  show  that  it  is  false,  and  if  they  fail,  one  of  the  impor- 
tant links  in  their  chain  of  action  and  argument  is  broken.  I  have 
asked  for  their  proof,  and  have  not  procured  it 

There  is  a  particular  situation  in  which  an  elder  may  have  a  con- 
Tersation  with  a  minister  and  treat  with  him;  but  I  speak  now  of 
their  right  of  interference  in  matters  of  discipline;  let  that  be  shown; 
I  say  that  when  a  man  is  appointed  for  a  particular  object,  he  has  no 
right  to  go  beyond  it — for  a  particular  meeting,  that  he  must  be  con- 
fined to  it 

I  plant  myself  on  the  negative  of  the  proposition,  and  say,  that 
no  principle  of  law  nor  common  sense,  can  justify  an  officelr  ap- 
pointed by  one  meeting,  to  go  to  another  for  the  exercise  of  autho- 
rity, unless  he  is  so  expressly  authorized ;  and  here  there  is  no  p^ 
tence  of  such  authority.  This  position  will  bear  impartially  on  the 
case,  when  discussing  the  conduct  of  the  ministers  and  eldfi,t«  vo^ 


Philadelphia.  We  say  there  is  no  such  authority  as  that  claiuwd  by 
them;  and  now  demand,  if  it  exists  at  all,  that  its  exiskenoe  be 
proved.  It  is  intended  to  apply  this  principle,  and  to  show  that 
there  never  was  a  more  gross  or  unblushing  usurpmtioo  of  power  thin 
that  which  has  been  manifested  by  the  elders  in  this  case..  The  bif- 
tory  of  no  church  can  produce  an  instance,  where  members,  lay  or 
clerical,  have  ventured  to  go  further  for  the  gratification  of  private 
resentment.  No  other  sect  can  furnish  a  parallel  case  of  officers  daring 
to  go  beyond  the  limits  prescribed  for  their  movements,  in  order  to 
exercise  discipline  on  any  one. 

Connected  with  the  yearly  meeting,  (and  it  is  the  last  of  the  traio) 
is  the  meeting  of  sufierings;  and  it  is  important  that  the  court  shoold 
understand  its  exact  character,  in  order  that  they  may  know  pre- 
cisely the  power  with  which  it  is  invested.  For  this  purpose,  it 
will  be  necessary  to  look  a  little  back  into  the  history  and  disciplioe 
of  the  society. 

The  meeting  of  sufierings  originated  in  England  at  the  period  of 
the  great  distresses  of  the  society  in  that  country.  It  was  establiabed 
for  the  purpose  of  considering  the  cases  of  members  suffering  from 
the  calamities,  arising  either  from  the  acts  of  the  government,  the 
persecutions  of  individuals,  or  the  ordinary  evils  of  life.  This  wm 
the  original  cause  of  its  organization.  The  meeting  in  this  couatiy 
was  established  for  precisely  the  same  reasons.  But  what  was  it? 
It  was  not  a  monthly,  quarterly,  nor  yearly  meeting,  where  all  the 
members  could  act,  but  a  substitute  for  the  yearly  meeting,  in  whst 
we  lawyers  call  the  vacation;  or  the  periods  at  which  that  meetiog 
was  not  in  session.  It  was  ft  substitute  to  transact  the  business  of  the 
society,  when  the  other  meetings  were  not  sitting.  It  was  a  repre- 
sentation ;  and  it  is  the  Jirst  and  only  exhibition  qf  represeniaivat 
power  in  this  institution.  Elsewhere  it  is  a  pure  democracy ;  here 
it  is  representation.  In  other  meetings,  the  members  stand  on  their 
own  ground;  in  the  meeting  of  sufferings,  they  represent  the  yearly 
meeting,  and  consider  such  sufferers  as  that  meeting  would  considtf 
if  it  were  in  session.  If  then,  it  be  a  representative  body,  of  course 
it  has  only  the  power  of  a  representative  body ;  and  that  is,  to  do 
what  it  is  authorized  to  do,  by  those  who  appointed  it,  and  to  hoM 
its  place  and  power  by  the  limits,  as  to  time  and  extent,  which  have 
been  prescribed. 

In  discussing  our  objections  to,  and  resistance  of,  the  acts  of  this 
meeting  for  sufferings,  my  learned  friend  chose  to  give  some  valua- 
ble reflections  on  nullification.  They  were,  perhaps,  well-timed, 
and  if  they  were  not,  none  could  have  avoided  listening  to  him  with 
pleasure.  But  he  spoke  of  representation — I  take  the  ground  then 
and  !»ay,  that  in  politics,  religion,  and  everything  else,  representi- 
tives  must  be  limited,  both  as  to  tenure  of  office  and  exercise  of  power, 
by  the  provisions  of  their  constitutions. 

The  members  of  congress ;  or  of  the  senate  for  example,  what  is 
the  ]jmit  of  their  authority  ?  Their  letter  of  attorney—- the  terms  of 


the  instrument  under  which  they  are  elected — and  they  can  neither 
hold  beyond  the  time  for  which  they  are  elected,  nor  do  acts  which 
the  constitution  does  not  permit  They  cannot  do  that  which  they 
are'not  expressly  authorized  to  do.  The  very  essence  of  represen* 
tation  is  to  do  what  is  commanded  to  be  done  and  nothing  more.  It 
is  a  principle  which  lies  at  the  very  root  of  everything  like  represent 
tttion^  and  when  that  principle  is  neglected  or  trampled  down,  re^ 
presentation  ceases. 

It  has  been  remarked^  that  Quakerism  was  the  finest  specimen  of 
democracy.  I  now  say  it  is  a  fine  specimen  of  representative  power, 
and  of  the  manner  in  which  it  is  to  be  limited  and  controlled.  Look 
at  it  for  a  moment 

This  meeting  for  sufferings  is  composed  of  a  number  of  members 
ohosen  from  the  various  meetings.  If  all  were  chosen  by  the  yearly 
meeting  alone,  Philadelphia,  or  its  immediate  neighbourhood,  would 
then  probably  have  had  all  the  representatives.  In  order,  therefore,  to 
prevent  this,  twelve  members  are  chosen  by  the  yearly  meeting,  and 
four  members  by  every  quarterly  meeting;  thus  giving  a  fair  repre- 
sentation to  the  whole  society. 

Their  duties  are  explicitly  prescribed.  In  p.  53,  of  the  Discipline, 
the  court  will  fmd  directions  in  relation  to  this  meetine  which  do  not 
eanst  in  regard  to  any  other.  As  thus :  <<  In  order  that  this  yearly 
meeting  with  its  several  branches,  might  be  properly  represented  in 
the  intervals  thereof',  on  emergent  occasions,  a  meeting  was  instituted, 
anno  1756,  by  the  name  of  the  <  meeting  for  sufferings;'  which  it 
wafl  agreed  should  consist  of  twelve  Friends  appointed  by  the  yearly 
meeting  (living  in  or  near  Philadelphia,  for  the  convenience  of  getting 
eoon  together)  and  also  of  four  Friends  chosen  out  of  each  of  the 
quarterly  meetings;  who  were  directed  to  meet  together  in  Philadel- 
phia forthwith,  for  the  regulation  of  its  future  meetings,  which  are 
subject  to  the  following  rules.'' 

U  this  had  been  an  original  meetings  the  constitution  would  have 
said  nothing  on  this  point,  but  it  is  not  so;  therefore  limitations  are 
put  upon  it:  <<  The  said  meeting  shall  keep  fair  minutes  of  its  pro- 
ceedings, and  annually  lay  them  before  the  yearly  meeting,"  be- 
cause it  is  accountable  by  its  representatives.  This  meeting  has  no 
original  power.  I  know  it  has  been  claimed,  but  it  has  it  not;  and 
the  yearly  meeting  in  Philadelphia  has  violated  every  principle  in 
sustaining  it  in  its  exercise. 

^  No  less  number  than  twelve  of  the  members  attending  shall  con- 
stitute a  meeting  capable  of  transacting  business." 

It  is  to  be  observed  that  they  have  preserved  their  very  name  in 
order  to  regulate  them;  and  it  is  because  they  ai'e  a  representative 
body.  Is  it  so  with  any  other  of  the  meetings  ?  <<  On  all  occasions 
of  uncommon  importance,  previous  notice  thereof  shall  be  given  or 
sent  to  all  the  members." 

Acain:  <^Iu  case  of  the  decease  of  any  Friend  or  Friends,  nomi- 
oated  either  by  the  yearly  meeting  or  quarterly  meetin^^or  oC\bR» 
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declioing  or  neglecting  their  attendaooe  for  the  space  of  twelve 
months,  the  meeting  for  sufferings  (if  it  be  thought  ezpedieot)  my 
choose  others  in  his  or  their  stead,  to  serve  to  the  time  of  the  oei^ 
yearly  meeting,  or  till  the  places  of  those  who  have  representsd  tke 
quarterly  meetings  shall  be  supplied  by  new  appointments." 

Of  all  gross  and  palpable  perversions,  the  greatest  has  been  exhi- 
bited on  this  article.  On  the  strength  of  this  item,  Samuel  Bettie 
went  to  the  southern  quarter  to  inform  them,  that  they  had  no  rig^t 
to  change  their  representatives;  for  that  it  was  a  permanent  bo^. 
AnpL  this  position  has  been  seriously  argued  here.  A  moment's  at- 
tention, not  to  facts,  but  to  the  provisions  of  thi»  discipline,  will  ftu** 
nish  an  answer  to  this  assertion.  Liook  at  them  as  men  of  common 
sense;  not  as  lawyers;  with  the  simplicity  and  single-mindedneas of 
the  Quaker,  not  with  the  skill  of  the  partizan,  nor  the  subtlety  of 
counsel,  and  no  doubt  will  exist 

Is  the  quarterly  meeting  to  re-appoint  ?  No,  but  this  meeting  for 
sufferings;  this  very  representative  body  may  make  a  temporarti 
appointment  If  it  had  said  that  the  quarterly  meeting  might  ap* 
point  another,  it  might  leave  an  inference  that  the  quarterly  meeting 
had  not  otherwise  the  power  to  do  so.  A  man  might  die,  and  the 
discipline  thus  provides  that  this  representative  body  might  supply 
his  place,  till  the  appointing  power  can  act.  There  can  be  no  clearer 
elucidation  of  any  given  principle.  It  is  a  perversion,  and  a  moit 
shameful  one,  to  make  the  words  apply  to  the  original  appoiatiag 
power.  Can  you  put  any  other  construction  upon  it  ?  Can  it  apply 
at  all  to  the  original  appointing  power ;  for  out  of  this  they  make 
this  temporary  representative  meeting  a  permanent  power.  Does  it 
not  apply  alone  to  the  supplying  of  vacancies,  till  the  original  power 
can  act  ?  It  merely  authorizes  the  meeting  for  sufferings  to  makea 
temporary  appointment.  It  says  they  may  do  so.  If  a  member  dies 
in  the  month  of  May,  immediately  after  the  yearly  meeting  is  heldi 
the  meeting  for  sufferings  may,  if  it  be  thought  expedient,  supply 
the  vacancy  for  the  time  being,  until  the  quarter  can  make  an  appoint- 
ment. 

The  meeting  for  sufferings  is  not  required  to  do  this.  And,  I  re- 
peat, it  is  a  perversion  of  the  fundamental  article  to  make  it  apply  to 
the  appointing  power.  The  meeting  for  sufferings  was  never  io- 
t?ended  to  be  a  permanent  body ;  if  so,  it  would  have  been  so  set 
forth  in  plain  characters :  but  there  is  nothing  like  it.  Here  are 
great  duties  to  be  performed ;  and  representatives  are  appointed  for 
the  purpose,  yet  we  are  told  that  we  put  it  out  of  your  reach  to  con- 
trol the  powers  of  that  representation,  the  very  moment  in  which 
we  bestow  them.  Thus,  the  Burlington  quarter  appoints  represen* 
tatives,  and  the  moment  the  appointment  is  made,  those  represeata- 
tives  become  a  permanent  body.  The  proposition  is  too  absurd  for 
serious  men ;  and  the  only  wonder  is,  that  men  so  respectable,  talent- 
ed, and  worthy,  could  have  ^een  driven,  either  in  the  pursuit  of  their 
pasaionay  or  by  the  influence  of  party  spirit,  to  entertain  it    I  allude 
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1US  early  to  this  matter^  because  it  forms  the  very  basis  of  all  Qur 
ifficulties ;  it  will  be  seen  by  the  investigation  of  the  facts,  that  on 
lis  point  the  yearly  meeting  of  Philadelphia,  permitted  most  gross 
surpatiou  on  the  rights  of  the  iU)cicty.  When  the  southern  quarter 
csircd  to  change  its  members,  it  was  fully  authorized  to  do  so.  What 
ight  has  the  creature  to  say  to  the  creator,  <<you  shall  not  do  this.'' 
r  it  has,  then  there  is  at  once  an  end  to  all  representation,  and  the 
looting  represents  no  body;  it  is  an  independent  body  which  no 
ne  can  control,  and  over  which  neither  the  monthly,  nor  the  quar- 
srly,  nor  the  yearly  meeting  can  impose  any  restraint ;  they  ap- 
oint  men  who  cannot  be  turned  from  office,  either  for  bad  conduct, 
r  on  motives  of  expediency,  or  any  other  consideration.  Ir^  the 
ame  of  law  and  of  principle,  we  protest  against  such  innovations. 
Ve  drew  our  notions  of  law  and  of  principle  from  different  sources, 
*om  our  own  purely  democratic  and  representative  system.  In  the 
'th  article  it  is  said  : 

<<The  said  meeting  is  not  to  meddle  with  any  matter  of  faith  or 
iscipline,  which  has  not  been  determined  by  the  yearly  meeting." 

What  is  the  meaning  of  this,  <<  not  meddle  with  ?"  it  is  an  em- 
hat  ic  term.  It  is  not,  that  they  should  not  lay  down  the  faith, 
sad  forth  decrees,  or  exercise  authorities  over  the  consciences  of 
le  members,  but  it  is  that  they  should  not  in  any  way  interfere 
''ith  matters  of  discipline  or  faith.  They  were  the  representatives, 
jd  it  was  an  impertinent  interference  with  these  matters,  in  those 
ley  represented ;  to  touch  it  would  be  unconstitutional^  and  they 
'ere  not  authorized  to  do  it  The  ancient  Friends,  from  the  very, 
sginniog,  have  been  most  adroit  in  the  choice  of  words,  and  this  is 
satisfactory  proof  of  it.     It  then  goes  on  : 

'<The  further  services  confided  to  the  said  meeting  for  suffer- 
ig)0,  are — 

**  First  In  general  to  represent  this  yearly  meeting,  and  to  appear 
1  Its  behalf  in  any  cases  where  the  interest  or  reputation  of  our  re- 
gious  society  may  render  it  needful. 

<<  Second.  To  take  the  oversight  ancl.  inspection  of  all  writing 
*oposed  to  be  printed  relative  to  our  religious  principles  or  testi- 
onies;  and  to  promote  or  suppress  the  same  at  their  discretion ; 
so  to  print  and  distribute  any  writings  already  published  by  the 
ciety,  or  which  may  be  offered  for  inspection  as  aforesaid,  and  ap- 
■oved." 

In  connexion  with  this  the  adverse  counsel  have  referred  to  the 
ritings  of  '*  Paul  and  Amicus ;"  but  of  that  by  and  by  : 
<<  Third.  To  inspect  and  explain  titles  to  land,  or  other  estate  be- 
Dging  to  any  of  our  meetings  \  also  charitable  legacies  and  dona- 
ina;  and  to  eive  such  advice  respecting  the  same  as  may  appear  to 
i  necessary." 

I  do  not  know  that  on  either  side  any  strong  inference  can  be 
9wn  from  this  matter.  It  ^ws  great  paternal  kindnesSi  and 
oks  tp  the  security  of  the  title  to  the  land;  but  do  we  thence 
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infer  that  Ihe  yearly  meeting  can  claim  this  property  itselt  If 
giving  advice  and  taking  care  of  the  title,  prove  an  interest  in  the 
society,  then  indeed,  their  title  to  all  the  property  is  good;  for  they 
have  been  careful  to  advise  on  this  point.  But  giving  advice  is  so 
evidence  of  title  to  land  : 

"Fourth.  To  receive  from  the  several  quarterly  meetings  their 
annual  accounts  of  sufierings,  and  also  such  memorials  concerning 
deceased  Friends  as  those  meetings  may  have  concurred  with  ;  that 
when  examined  and  approved,  they  may  be  laid  before  the  yearly 
meeting. 

<<  Fiflh.  To  extend  such  advice  and  assistance  to  ady  individnals 
under  sufferings  for  our  testimonies  as  their  cases  may  require,  and 
if  necessary,  to  apply  to  the  government  or  persons  in  authority  on 
their  behalf. 

"  Sixth.  To  correspond  with  the  meeting  for  sufferings  in  Lon- 
don or  elsewhere,  on  the  common  concerns  of  the  society." 

In  this  little  item  there  is  full  evidence  that  the  view  which  I  took 
when  I  spoke  of  the  epistles,  is  true.  The  meeting  for  sufferings  is 
to  correspond  with  the  yearly  meeting,  on  the  general  interests  of 
the  society  : 

"  On  solid  consideration,  it  is  agreed,  that  though  none  are  pro- 
perly members  of  the  meeting  for  sufferings  but  such  who  are  ap- 
pointed by  this  yearly  meeting,  or  by  the  several  quarterly  mectp 
mgs  ;  yet  that  approved  ministers  and  memfjiers  of  any  other  meet- 
ing for  sufferings  corresponding  with  this^  be  permitted  to  attend 
when  they  be  inclined  so  to  do." 

Is  not  this  a  proof  that  the  view  taken  of  the  whole  meeting  of  wf* 
ferings  is  correct.  If  the  principle  laid  down  is  right,  and  it  is 
the  only  plain  and  honest  principle,  how  can  that  provision  have 
been  adapted  to  those  limitations  and  restrictions  on  which  the 
powers  of  the  body  are  to  be  exercised. 

The  powers  of  this  meeting  are  expressly  set  forth  ;  they  cannot 
be  exceeded  without  an  undue  exercise  of  authority  ;  and  if  the  meet- 
ing of  sufferings  at  Philadelphia  has  done  it,  they  have  violated  their 
duty,  pure  and  honest  as  they  may  claim  to  be  before  the  world. 

There  are  one  or  two  other  things  connected  with  the  meeting  of 
sufferings  worthy  of  note.  It  has  thus  far  been  argued,  that  that 
meeting  is  a  representative  body,  and  not  a  permanent  body,  unless 
made  so  by  the  prostration  of  the  discipline ;  but  in  the  history  of 
the  society,  there  are  conclusive  proofs  oi  these  positions.  What  was 
the  meeting  of  sufferings  originally  ?  It  was  a  mere  annual  com- 
mittee ?  In  1756,  it  was  instituted  in  this  country  during  the  afflic- 
tions which  arose  from  the  Indian  troubles,  and  designed  for  prompt 
relief  to  Friends,  who  required  that  relief  before  the  yearly  meeting 
could  assemble.  But  in  England  as  well  as  here,  it  was  a  mere  com- 
mittee appointed  from  year  to  year  by  the  yearly  meeting,  and  to 
continue  in  existence  only  till  the  next  yearly  meeting  should  assem- 
ble.     I  refer  to  Gouglh,  and  every  other  book  that  speaks  on  the  sub- 
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ject.  When  the  year  expired,  the  meeting  of  sufferings  laid  their 
proceedings  before  the  yearly  meeting,  who  approved  of  them  or 
)therwi8e^  and  it  was  continued  for  the  year  by  particular  minute, 
[n  about  twenty  years  after  its  establishment,  a  minute  was  made  for 
ts  continuance  ;  and  out  of  this,  Samuel  Bettle  and  others  argue  that 
t  wascreated  a  permanent  body  without  control.  Until  the  year  1761, 
t  was  continued  annually,  reserving  the  right  of  change  to  the  quar- 
ers  as  they  should  think  proper ;  in  1764,  it  was  continued,  as  ex- 
reased  in  former  minutes,  still  reserving  the  power  to  change  the 
epresentatives.  In  the  discipline  of  1768,  page  55,  is  again  conti- 
ued,  <<  agreeably  to  former  minutes."  It  remained  exactly  in  tlie 
une  state  till  1794  ;  and  then  the  body,  now  so  permanent,  was  con- 
nued  as  formerly  ;  that  is,  standing  on  the  same  ground  as  the  an- 
ual  committee ;  but  there  is  a  condition  attached  to  it ;  namely, 
lat  the  meeting  <<give  notice  to  the  quarters,  if  members  are  negli- 
snt  of  their  duty  ;^'  and  the  beneficial  object  of  such  a  provision  is 
avious.  But  if  there  was  not  any  power  to  change  the  members,  of 
hat  use  could  the  provision  be  ?  It  is  of  itself  proof  of  the  power 
I  the  quarters,  to  turn  out  on  urgent  or  proper  occasions  ;  a  conclu- 
ve  argument,  that  such  a  power  did  exist. 

In  1761,  some  authority  was  added,  by  making  the  meeting  over- 
sers  of  the  press  ;  thereby  to  prevent  the  members  from  issuing 
octrines,  not  becoming  them,  as  the  members,  or  the  society  at  large. 
rom  that  day,  to  the  day  the  last  Discipline  was  issued,  there  is  riot 
single  alteration  to  be  found. 

I  have  gone  through  the  books  of  Discipline,  minutes  fsom  the 
early  meeting,  and  everything  else,  and  this  is  the  clear  sense  and 
ibstance  of  the  whole.  So  it  remained  until  the  year  1806,  when 
le  provision  was  made  on  which  Samuel  Bettle  founded  the  adverse 
rgument ;  and  that  provision  is  only,  that,  in  case  of  death  or  neglect, 
le  meeting  of  sufferings  may  choose  others  to  serve,  until  the  quar- 
srs  supply  their  places ;  a  provision  manifestly  intended  solely  for 
le  supply  of  vacancies,  but  furnishing  no  restriction  or  limitation  on 
le  quarters, — the  appointing  power—* but  leaving  them  to  choose 
leir  representatives  as  they  had  done  from  the  beginning.  Yet  it 
I  this  which  sent  the  agent  to  the  southern  quarter,  and  induced  the 
leeting  for  sufferings  to  take  the  course  it  did,  disregarding  all  prin- 
[ples,  scolling  at  all  discipline,  and  trampling  upon  all  law.  A  greater 
buse  of  power,  or  a  grosser  usurpation  cannot  be  shown. 

It  is  not  easy  to  perceive  how  tlie  character  of  this  meeting  could 
aye  been  misunderstood  or  misrepresented.  It  is  merely  a  repre- 
uitation  from  other  meetings,  to  sit  in  intervals  of  the  yearly  meet- 
ig;  has  no  powers  but  representative  powers,  and  cannot  go  beyond 
rescribed  duties.  These  are  explicitly  stated  :  such  as  to  examine 
ooks  proposed  for  publication ;  and  even  if  there  should  be  improper 
onduct  in  regard  to  this,  they  have  no  power  to  punish  or  deal  with 
le  offender,  but  they  must  report  to  the  montlily  meeting  that  he 
lay  be  dealt  with  there.    They  are  forbidden  \j^meddk  with  discvr 
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plirte  or  failh — are  required  to  keep  minules,  atid  hy  them  before 
the  yearly  meeting,  and  which  have  authority  ot  value,  only  as  they 
arc  approved  by  that  meeting.  Their  number  to  tratisaet  business  is 
prescribed,  beine  12,  and  they  can  act  on  important  occasions,  only 
upon  giving  notice  to  those  members,  who  represent  the  quartei^  » 
well  as  the  yearly  meeting.  Even  the  times  within  which  they  tte 
to  meet  are  limited,  and  the  points  on  which  they  are  to  represent  the 
yearly  meeting,  explicitly  stated.  That  such  a  body  should  be  per 
manent,  would  be  matter  of  special  wotider  in  such  a  system. 

I  have  now  gone  through  the  organization  of  the  different  societies, 
so  far  as  they  stand  on  different  grounds,  and  have  a  few  remarks  to 
make  on  the  common  character  of  all  of  them.  These  remarks  ait 
connected  with  the  following  points  :  First.  As  to  the  mode  of  de- 
cision of  each  of  them.  Secondly.  Of  the  appointment  of  a  clerk, 
and  his  powers ;  and  Thirdly.  As  to  the  question  of  subordination. 
On  the  one  last  named,  so  much  has  been  said  already,  that  it  wiH 
scarcely  be  necessary  to  detain  the  attention  of  the  court  longer,  asto 
it,  and  the  subsequent  remarks  will  be  confined  chiefly  to  the  two 
first  mentioned  points. 

Court  adjourned. 


Monday  morning* 
Mr.  Southard  resumed. 

I  ha^e  endeavoured  to  exhibit  those  existing  features  of  the  society 
of  Friends,  which  peculiarly  distinguish  them  from  other  denomi- 
nations of  christians ;  to  explain  their  mode  of  disciplitie  and  organi* 
nation  throughout  their  different  meetings,  from  the  preparative 
meetings  through  the  monthly,  quarterly,  yearly,  and  the  meeting 
for  sufferings. 

I  now  proceed  to  state,  that  there  ane  certain  features  common  to 
all  the  meetings.  And  first,  they  have  but  one  offieer,  namely  the 
clerk.  They  have  no  presiding  elder,  or  ruler  over  any  of  their 
iVieetings.  They  profess  to  have  a  head  ;  but  this  is  not  one  of  them* 
selves,  it  is  Christ,  the  great  head  of  the  universal  church  ;  and  in 
this  doctrine  the  Orthodox  and  the  Friends  agree  witti  each  other 
and  with  the  early  Quakers. 

It  was  before  observed,  that  there  was  annually  a  committee  lo 
bring  forward  to  the  notice  of  the  meeting,  a  fit  person  for  clerk, 
and  that  in  the  yearly  meeting  the  representatives  formed  the  com- 
mittee for  the  selection  of  this  officer,  according  to  the  annual  prs^ 
tice  established  in  the  Discipline,  (page  37,)  and  that  this  plan  was 
judiciously  intended  to  change  the  clerks  seasonably^  and  bring  fo^ 
ward  a  greater  number  of  competent  men  to  fill  the  office  than  wooM 
otherwise  be  known  or  introduced  to  puldic  usefulness  in  the  society. 
In  this  they  carry  out  the  princiipile  of  our  political  institutions, 
whi^h  has  beeti  foutid  tb  be  ticA.  te&a  codxduciv^  to  "pDresetre  their  po- 
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ban  to  exalt  the  character  of  public  men.  This  officer  was 
1  annually,  and  there  is  no  ruk  by  which  he  could  be  coniintted 
-  than  this  period,  unless  re-elected  in  the  re ffular  manner  qf 
jciety^  and  we  now  call  for  the  production  of  any  rule  which 
c  can  be  continued  until  another  is  appointed.  William  Jackson 
led  that  he  knew  of  no  auch  rule.  Evid.  vol.  i.  p.  104.  The 
ustice  here  fell  into  error,  when  he  said  that  ^*  ancient  custom 
^  on  the  obvious  dictates  of  reason,  had  established,  in  this  re* 
an  operative  law.  The  clerk  and  his  assistant  of  the  preceding 
I'ere  to  act  ;  and,  without  any  new  appointment  or  induction, 
mthorized  to  continue  to  discharge  their  appropriate  functions, 
he  names  of  other  persons  were  regularly  brought  forward,  or,  in 
words,  appointed.*'  The  only  testimony  to  which  he  refers  in 
rt  of  this  opinion,  is  that  of  William  Jackson  before  mentioned, 
says  it  had  been  always  the  practice  for  the  old  clerks  to  serve 
he  new  ones  were  appointed.'*  But  this  statement  is  an  eva- 
[  will  not  call  it  artful,)  of  the  real  point,  and  means  no  more 
hat  the  clerk  continued  until  the  regular  annual  period  for  the 
lation  of  another ;  for  when  the  question  was  put  to  him  di- 
on  this  very  point  on  which  he  had  expressed  his  opinion,  he 
:1,  as  I  have  before  stated,  that  he  did  not  know  qf  any  such 
He  was  an  aged  and  venerable  man,  and  well  knew  the  dis- 
B  of  his  society  upon  every  matter  to  which  it  had  been  ap- 
This,  however,  is  a  controling  point  in  the  conduct  of  the 
r  meeting,  and  I  put  it  to  the  court  that  the  chief  justice  was 
or  in  relation  to  it.  But  he  was  not  only  wrong  upon  the  mat- 
fact,  but  upon  the  principle  and  analogy.  It  is  so  in  no  meet- 
assembly,  legislative  or  otherwise,  unless  so  provided  by  its 
3r  constitution,  or  by  the  votes  of  its  members.  The  clerk  of 
3SS  will  open  the  house — but  he  does  not  continue  clerk  after 
pened,  except  by  the  expressed  authority  of  the  body.  It  is 
>on  the  failure  to  agree  upon  the  selection  of  another  that  he 
>ut  upon  their  agreeing  that  he  shall  continue.  He  is  to  act 
mother  is  proposed  by  the  committee — until  a  new  clerk  is  no- 
sd.  If  he  act  aHer  that,  it  must  be  by  the  expressed  wish  of 
eeting. 

s  clerkship  is  a  yearly  appointment,  and  what  «re  the  duties 
he  has  to  perform  ?  He  is  not  to  preside,  say^  Peno,  ^  after 
inner  of  the  assemblies  of  other  people,"  and  says  Fox,  <<  he  is 
sense  the  ruler  of  the  meeting ;"  he  is  not  to  poll  the  meeting, 
^ere,  to  ascertain  its  opinion  ;  nor  is  he  to  debate  any  point  on 
I  its  opinion  may  be  divided.  He  has  not  one  of  these  powers  : 
;hen  has  he  to  do  }  In  the  following  answer  to  this  question,  I 
a  statement  in  which  I  trust  we  shall  all  agree.  He  is  first  to 
ain  the  sense  of  the  meeting  upon  any  proposition  or  question 
1  may  come  before  it,  and  to  record  it  according  to  the  best  de- 
lation which  his  judgment  of  the  prevailing  opinion  suggests, 
c  does  not  ascertain  this  prevailing  opinion  by  &i\dvti^^  ti>\Tcv^Tv- 
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cal  majority ;  it  is  by  an  entirely  different  mode  ;  to  give  a  full  tnd 
distinct  explanation  of  which  might  perhaps  be  difficult  to  one  of  the 
members  themselves.  Clarkson  thus  succinctly  states  the  prooeas. 
<<  When  a  subject  is  brought  before  them,  it  is  canvassed  to  the  eieb- 
sion  of  all  extraneous  matter,  till  some  conclusion  results ;  the  clerk  of 
the  meeting  then  draws  up  a  minute,  containing  tfs  nearly  as  he  eta 
collect,  the  substance  of  this  conclusion  ;  this  minute  is  rend  akmd  to 
the  auditory,  and  either  stands,  or  undergoes  an  alteration,  as  appeui 
by  the  silence  or  discussion  upon  it,  to  be  the  sense  of  the  meetiac: 
when  fully  agreed  upon,  it  stands  ready  to  be  recorded. '^  (1  Chn- 
son's  Portrait.  Quak.  157.)  The  proposition,  whatever  it  may  be,  ii 
made  ai&rmatively,  and  if  there  be  no  dissatisfaction  or  o[^)OiitioD 
expressed^  it  is  then  deemed  apparent  that  the  proposition  is  ap- 
proved of,  and  in  due  time  is  recorded  accordingly.  But  if,  as  it 
sometimes  happens,  that  some  members  speak  in  approval  and  otben 
oppose,  it  is  obvious  there  is  not  that  unity  without  which  the  qoes^ 
tion  cannot  be  decided ;  (1  Clark.  210,  11.)  it  is  therefore  postpooed 
for  further  temperate  discussion,  or  altogether  withdrawn.  Some- 
times, however,  and  not  unfrequently,  after  a  solemn  and  sileat  de- 
liberation, those  who  oppose  or  those  who  approve  a  measure  yield 
up  tlieir  opinions  in  deference  to  those  others,  under  the  light  which 
they  have ;  (Bar.  on  Church  Gov.  78.  Opinion,  26,  28.  2  Fox 
Journ.  174.  S.  Bett.  Evid.  vol.  i.  64.)  and  in  order  to  ascertun 
whether  this  has  occurred,  the  clerk  takes  a  minute  of  what  he  be- 
lieves to  be  the  correct  and  most  weighty  opinion,  and  reads  it  to 
the  meeting ;  and  the  members  generally  believe  that  ^^the  spirit  of 
truth,"  when  the  meeting  is  <<  rightly  gathered,''  will  be  so  diffused 
through  their  minds,  that  they  will  be  guided  and  influenced  by  a 
judgment  and  wisdom  better  than  their  own,  ^<  and  that  their  clerk 
will  be  led  to  act  under  the  overshadowing  of  that  power  which  is 
not  at  his  command,  and  which  will  enable  him  to  make  proper  de- 
cisions." If,  however,  upon  his  reading  his  minute,  there  be  any 
objection  manifested,  their  can  be  no  conclusion  come  to  ;  he  canaot, 
as  it  is  expressed,  <^  record  without  doubt,"  and  the  question  is  either 
deferred  or  altogether  abandoned.  That  great  principle,  on  the  illus- 
tration of  which  1  detained  the  court  so  long,  it  will  be  seen  is  in- 
fluential in  this  process — that  spirit  of  Christ,  who  is  emphaticsllj 
the  truth,  and  who  has  promised  to  be  with  those  who  meet  together 
in  his  name,  and  to  instruct  them,  is  always  mentally  appealed  to,  to 
hold  the  balance  of  decision  in  all  their  deliberations.  I  may  very 
inadequately  convey  this  principle  to  the  comprehension  of  others, 
and  Samuel  Bettle  himself,  who  had  been  twenty  years  clerk  of  the 
yearly  meeting,  states  that  it  is  with  very  great  difficulty  that  any 
person  without  the  circle  of  the  society  can  comprehend  it,  though 
it  is  clearly  and  distinctly  understood  by  those  who  have  been  ac- 
customed to  feel  and  witness  its  operation.  But  I  believe  it  is  generally 
considered  that  the  opinion  which  tlie  clerk  records^  is  in  almost 


every  case  respected  nnd  relied  upon  as  Irne,  thoiiirh  if  it  should  Ik 
ascertained  to  be  otherwise,  it  may  be  annulled. 

Now  I  make  this  inquiry.     Although  there  are  no  votes  obtained, 
no  majorities  ascertained,  can  there  be,  in  this  mode  of  decision,  any 
such  thing  as  disregard  to  the  sense  of  the  majority  of  the  meeting  ? 
So  far  from  it,  that  the  opinion  of  the  clerk  concerning  that  sense, 
ean  scarcely  be  supposed  to  be  formed  but  from  an  actual  reference 
to  the  majority  principle.     It  is  not,  indeed,  always  true  that  the 
spirit  of  truth  falls  first  on  the  majority,  any  more  than  it  never  rests 
upon  the  minority,  but  when  it  does  come  and  is  expressed,  it  acts 
upon  the  intuitive  perceptions  or  judgments  of  all,  and  there  is  unity. 
It  may  not  indeed  be  given  to  more  than  one  individual — to  even  a 
youth— ^nd  there  are  said  to  be  many  examples  in  which  it  has  first 
been  exclusively  bestowed  on  individuals  of  very  tender  age,  and 
Mrho  may  thus  be  the  medium  of  conveying  the  light  to  all  the  others. 
There  may  be,  to  use  the  peculiar  language  of  the  society,  some  upon 
^irhom  the  light  more  frequently  beams  than  upon  the  rest  of  the 
meeting,  and  whose  sentiments  therefore,  are  of  great  weight  and  in- 
fluence ;  but  it  does  not  necessarily  follow,  from  their  being  thus  fre- 
quently favoured,  that  they  are  always  free  from  error,  in  any  parti- 
eular  case;  and  accordingly  they  concede  to  the  opinions  of  those 
^vho  on  such  a  case,  are  more  distinctly  favoured  than  themselves. 
But  on^  great  principle  prevails,  namely,  that  where  the  spirit  of 
truth  is,  there  is  unity;  and  that  this  spirit  of  truth  ^'cometh  down 
£rom  the  -Father  of  light,  with  whom  there  is  no  variableness  nor  ' 
shadow  of  turning.''  It  is  not  for  us  to  say  whether  this  principle  is 
actually  realized  or  not,  for  this  must  be  left  to  a  keener  sight  than 
ours,  but  whether  it  be  or  not,  it  is  a  beautiful  principle.  How  deeply 
is  it  fraught  with  the  simplicity  of  the  christian  character,  and  founded, 
perhaps,  not  less  securely  upon  a  true  philosophy  of  mind,  for  upon 
how  few  questions  would  mankind  disagree,  were  candour  always 
open  to  give  and  receive  the  concessions  of  prejudice  and  error,  and 
truth  the  sole  object  of  inquiry  ?     Questions  thus  divested  of  extra- 
neous incumbrances,  become  presented  to  the  mind  in  such  a  simple 
perspicuity  as  renders  them  fit  objects  for  that  intuitive  power  of 

Krception  to  which  all  propositions,  however  intricate,  must  be 
ought,  before  the  judgment  receives  them  as  true.  But  whether 
this  appeal  to  the  inward  light  of  truth  be  rational  and  well  founded 
or  not,  it  is  a  principle  of  great  importance  established  in  this  society, 
and  we  are  authorized  to  carry  it  through  all  its  legitimate  conse- 
quences. 

In  the  case  then  of  the  disagreement  before  us,  it  is  not  for  us  to 
say  which  party  possessed  this  spirit  of  truth,  or  whether  either  pos- 
SMsed  it,  for  unity  was  not  found  among  them.  I  know  not  by  what 
measure  I  can  read,  nor  by  what  scales  I  can  determine  a  problem  so 
inscrutable.  And  there  is  no  standard  of  reasoning  by  which  the 
court  ean  determine  between  the  claims  of  those  parties  to  superi- 
ority of  spiritual  light  and  truth  in  this  case;  and  I  call  u^attv\&«j&4 
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all  other  courts  to  beware  how  ihey  intrude,  with  the  flickering  tiper 
of  human  reason,  into  the  sanctuary  of  inspiration.  When  aciMof 
this  kind  is  unfortunately  brought  into  a  civil  court,  I  dopy  (he 
power  of  any  human  tribunal  to  decide  upon  such  peculiarities  as 
those  which  it  involves.  You  have  here  a  case  upon  principles  touUy 
unknown  to  our  laws,  but  they  run  tlirough  all  the  institutions  oftbi 
parties  to  this  appeal,  and  are  intricately  blended  with  every  branch 
of  the  question  upon  which  you  are  to  adjudicate.  The  court  caa 
only  say,  <<wc  cannot  tell  which  of  these  parties  had  mostoftho 
spirit  of  truth,  and  can  therefore  only  declare,  that  upon  the  matter 
of  their  difference,  there  was  a  majority  in  favour  of  equal  rights." 
Here  alone  is  a  principle  wliich  you  can  recognize,  and  you  have  no 
other  rule.  You  have  heard  from  day  to  day,  that  the  majority  prin- 
ciple is  unknown  in  this  society.  I  freely  admit  it,  so  far  as  count- 
in^r  votes  is  concerned.  I  admit  it  further,  so  far  as  every  decision 
is  concerned,  which  is  made  upon  the  true  principle  of  the  sect 
Unity — unanimity  is  the  rule  of  decison.  All  must  agree,  or  oo  de- 
cision is  made.  But  does  this  prove,  that  while  the  rule  of  majori- 
ties is  unknown,  that  of  minorities  is  not  only  known  but  acted  ou? 
And  that  a  record  may  be  made  of  the  sense  of  a  meeting,  wheo  the 
larger  number  protest  against  it,  or  do  not  concur  in  it  ?  When  and 
where  was  tiiis  doctrine  promulgated  and  established?  NevQr-*-^ 
never,  until  Samuel  Bettlc  acted  upon  it  in  utter  disregard  of  unity. 
It  was  reserved  for  those  days  to  discover  and  proclaim  it  AH 
-  agree — witnesses  and  books — that  if  there  be  opposition,  no  conclu- 
sion is  come  to,  and  that  if  a  minute  be  made  which  is  not  acceptabloi 
it  may  be  altered.  How  does  this  comport  with  the  minority  prio" 
ciple  ?  With  the  decision  of  the  few  weighty  members  against  the 
judgment  of  the  larger  number  ?  The  doctrine  of  our  adversaries 
would  spurn  the  great  truth  by  which  their  society  exists — it  would 
destroy  the  equality  of  the  body — and  establish  a  perfect  unmiti- 
gated despotism  in  matters  of  conscience. 

If  then  the  clerk  is  elected  from  year  to  year — if  there  be  no  rul? 
or  usage  that  he  is  to  serve  until  anotlier  is  elected,  unless  by  the 
expressed  sense  of  the  meeting — if  he  is  to  gather  the  sense  of  the 
whole  meeting  and  not  that  of  a  part  only — if  when  there  is  no  unity 
there  can  be  no  valid  decision — a  iundamental  point  in  which  all  are 
agreed — a  question  naturally  arises,  what  is  to  be  done  when  there  is 
an  irreconcilable  difference,  upon  a  question  essential  to  the  existence 
and  action  of  the  body,  and  neither  party  will  condescend  to  the 
other  ?  But  one  answer  can  be  given — the  majority  must,  ex  necu- 
sitatCj  govern.  Human  ingenuity  can  devise  no  other  course — human 
tribunals  can  decide  their  controversy  on  no  other  principle.  For- 
tunately for  this  society,  but  few  instances  have  occurred  in  their 
history,  to  test  the  trutli  of  this  position.  But  there  have  been  one 
or  two,  which  give  it  sanction.  I  allude  to  the  case  of  the  separatists 
in  early  times,  and  lo  V\\«A.  o^  Gr^ox^^iYjivOcv^^viVV^Q^i-^,  In  the 
ialter  case*  Keith  wenV  off  «^^A  c\a;\m^  xJwt  \svi!:y«\\^  v^^^w^i^ 


olum  most  stoutly  and  truly  denied.  The  majority  waa 
■gely  againat  him,  aad  in  their  meetings  where  the  controveiqr  waa 
tried  on,  that  majority  directed  the  clerk  in  his  decisions,  and  the 
nutea  which  he  made.  Jenning's  Statement,  38,  39,  40  ;  Keith's 
ea  for  the  Innocent,' 10, 16.  This  was  so  of  unavoidable  necessity, 
d  must  be  so,  wherever  there  is  an  irreconcilable  difference.  It 
lat  be  so  in  the  present  controversy.  My  clients  were  clearly  the 
ijority  of  two-thirds  or  three*fourths,  as  is  established  by  the  evt- 
ne^^and  the  decision  which  would  subject  them  to  the  control  of 
ew^-of  one  man — the  clerk,  when  it  is  not  in  their  power  to  unite 
der  the  guidance  of  the  light  which  ia  vouchaafed  to  them,  would 
intolerable  oppression. 

Having  looked  to  the  powers  of  the  clerk  of  the  yearly  meeting, 
d  the  mode  of  decision  on  questions  brought  before  it,  I  have  but 
a  other  point  to  which  I  will  at  present  request  attention,  and  that 
the  system  of  subordination  into  which  the  other  dependant  meet- 
jp  are  arranged.     Now,  the  court  will  perceive  that  the  queatlon 
ates  to  subordination,  in  relation  to  property. 
The  chief  justice,  on  this  point,  says,  '<  The  meetings  for  business 
i  four  in  number,  marked  and  distinguished  by  characteristic  dif- 
eoces ;  preparative,  monthly,  quarterly,  and  yearly.    These  are 
mected  together,  and  rise  in  gradation  and  rank,  in  the  order  of 
At  enumeration.    Each  yearly  meeting  comprehends  several  quar- 
ly  meetings ;  and  each  quarterly  meeting  several  monthly  meet- 
»(  and  every  monthly  meeting  embraces  aeveral  o^the  lowest 
Icr,  preparative  meetings.    The  preparative  meeting  is  connected 
th  and  subordinate  to  some  monthly  meeting  ;  the  monthly  meet- 
[  to  some  quarterly  meeting ;  the  quarterly  meeting  to  ita  appro- 
ate  yearly  meeting.     This  connexion  and  subordinstion  are  con- 
utional  and  indispensable ;  insomuch  that  if  any  quarterly  meeting 
Lhdraws  itself  from  its  proper  yearly  meeting,  without  being  in 
ne  doe  and  regular  manner  united  to  some  other  yearly  meeting;, 
ieases  to  be  a  quarterly  meeting  of  the  society  of  FHends.     Id 
e  manner  of  the  other  meetings,  down  to  the  lowest     So  that  if 
reparative  meeting  withdraws  from  its  peculiar  monthly  meeting, 
I  does  not  unite  with  another  of  the  siune  common  head,  or  some 
ler  legal  and  constitutional  head,  or  in  other  words,  some  acknow* 
ged  meeting,  it  does,  from  the  moment,  and  by  the  very  act  of 
ihdrawal,  cease  to  be  a  preparative  meeting  of  the  society  of 
«nds."     And  he  refers  to  S.  j3ettle,  S.  Parsons,  and  divers  other 
;nesses  to  sustain  his  view.     I  beg  attention  to  his  references,  for 
y  fall  short  of  reaching  the  extent  of  the  daira.     They  do  not 
m,  to  me,  to  show  its  existence  in  the  light  applicable  to  this 
lae,  and  H.  Jackson,  Ev.  vol.  2,  p.  178,  expressly  denies  it    ' 
It  is,  indeed,  true  in  military  life,  that  the  colonel  is  subordinate 
the  general,  the  major  to  the  colonel,  the  captain  to  U^^tEAy^x^vDi.\ 
lieutenso^  to  Uw  captaih,  &c.,  and  so  \l  \a  m  nv^xv^  ^^^"^  tMK.^^ 
oiber  iaaUluUoas  ia  society,  that  there  \s  sl  deaoe»dAtk%twxv«»  ^ 
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subordination,  from  the  highest  to  the  lowest,  but  this  results  firmn 
the  IsM^  of  their  organization;  and  when  our  tdversaries  claim  tint 
it  results  from  all  subordination — that  the  infirm  must  submit  tp  the 
superior  upon  all  points,  the  assertion  is  denied.  It  submits  only  on 
the  points  required  by  its  constitution,  and  the'  necessity  for  subnni- 
sion  must  be  shown,  not  presumed.  Subordination,  it  is  true,  means 
gradation,  descending  series,  state  of  being  inferior,  but  the  nature, 
and  character,  and  extent  of  the  inferiority,  must  be  determined  bf 
the  law  which  creates  it,  and  no  subordination  requires  a  sacrifice c^ 
or  applies  to,  property,  unless  it  be  so  provided,  in  tot  verbis. 

It  is  an  affair  of  proof,  and  that  proof  must  be  exhibited  to  esU- 
blish  the  point  of  the  present  case;  and  when  I  look  into  their  code 
of  discipline,  their  constitution,  where  only  I  could  expect  to  find 
the  claim  of  this  subordination  traced,  the  only  intimations  of  it» 
existence  which  I  can  find  are,  that  in  cases  of  religious  coneern- 
ment,  and  some  others,  they  are  to  answer  such  queries^  and  reader 
such  accounts  as  circumstances  may  require. 

But  we  are  not  here  to  discuss  this  point  in  reference  to  such 
matters.  We  are  liere  on  the  question  of  proper  it/ ^  and  they  must 
prove  that  there  is  such  a  subordination  in  reference  to  prcperhf* 
Here  the  chief  justice  has  not,  as  in  almost  all  other  cases,,  shown 
the  line  of  argument  by  which  he  arrives  to  this  conclusion;  be 
makes  it  as  a  mere  declaration,  unsustained  by  reference  to, rights  of 
property.  Now  we  aver  that  this  subordination  and  connexioa  is 
not  in  the  contract  as  to  this  property,  or  any  other  belonging  to  the 
society.  How  does  the  superior  meeting  ever  reach  the  inferior 
except  from  the  appointments  of  the  latter  to  the  former  ?  These 
appointments  are  never  made  in  relation  to  property  ?  None  suchf 
I  think,  can  be  found  in  the  history  of  the  society.  They  arise  from 
matters  of  a  different  character,  and  create,  or  recognize,  no  infe- 
riority. If  they  do,  in  what  respect  is  it?  Not  as  to  persons.  They 
are  the  same  in  both  meetings,  except  more  numerous  in  the  larger 
ones.  Not  in  the  acts  which  may  be  performed  by  the  different 
meetings,  for  they  are  the  same.  The  superiority,  if  there  be  any, 
is  only  of  advice  and  appeal.  To  the  former,  the  lesser  should  listen 
with  meekness ;  the  latter  relate  only  to  discipline,  and  that  only 
for  the  benefit  of  the  individual. 

It  has  been  before  stated  that  the  larger  meetings  publisli  rules, 
.agreed  upon  by  all  to  pmduce  unity,  and  also  receive  answers  to 
queries,  with  a  view  that  all,  being  frequently  reminded  of  their  tes- 
timonies, may  be  more  careful,  and  every  part  being  subjected  to  the 
observation  of  the  whole  body,  may  be  more  guarded  and  vigilant 
But  neither  of  these  can  affect  the  question  of  property- 

I  refer  to  Ev.  vol.  i.  p.  263,  Jos.  Whitall ;  p.  347,  348,  and  349, 
Samuel  Craft;  vol.  ii.  p.  314  to  326,  James  Brown;  p.  68,  Halli- 
day  Jackson  ;  3  Gough,  p.  300. 

The  learned  judge  and  the  counsel  ought  to  have  shown  how  the 
subordination  attecls  the  c\ueatioa  of  property ;  but  it  never  bad,  and 
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»ver  can  have  any  control  over  it,  except  upon  the  principle  that 
e  property  belongs  to  the  church  all  over  the  world  ;  a  pilhciple 
stained  by  Thomas  Evans,  and  which  is  necessary  to  support  the 
rthodox  claim.     A  principle  which  will  carry  it  from  Chesterfield 

Burlington ;  thence  to  Philadelphia  ;  thence  to  Virginia,  or  Lion- 
>n,  or  wherever  the  most  of  Orthodoxy  may  be  found,  or  imagined, 
'  assumed ;  a  principle  abhorrent  to  every  idea  of  law,  and  jus* 
Be,  and  humanity.— Ev.  vol.  i.  p.  272,*273,and  vol.  ii.  p.  368,  and 
)4,  Thomas  Evans. 

It  would  seem  to  me  impossible  that  any  court  should  establish  a 
U8t  here  which  would  carry  the  property  beyond  our  jurisdiction 

those  over  whom  there  can  be  no  control  here,  and  who  may  dis* 
(gard  its  nature  and  objects  without  restraint.  The  condition  of 
le  bond  ;  the  letter  of  the  trust  should  be  clear,  beyond  debate,  to 
stify  such  a  decision.  But  there  is  another  view,  in  relation  to 
lis  point,  worthy  of  consideration.  Long  before  the  establishment 
■  the  yearly  meeting,  the  monthly  and  other  meetings  had  acquired 
•operty,  founded  trusts  for  themselves  and  their  children,  and  were 
I  full  possession  and  enjoyment.  Part  of  the  property  at  Chester- 
sId  and  Crosswicks  was  thus  situated.  We  ask  for  the  evidence, 
lat  on  the  establishment  of  the  yearly  meeting  this  property  was 
langed  and  surrendered  to  the  yearly  meeting.  Where  then  is  the 
istrument  of  surrender  ?  No  such  instrument  ever  existed  ;  it  never 
IS  been  surrendered,  in  any  manner,  at  any  time.  How  can  it, 
len,  become  afterwards  subject  to  the  control  of  the  yearly  meet- 
tg  ?  Did  (he  trustees  afterwards  go  to  the  yearly  meeting,  or 
sewhere,  to  ask  aid  to  raise,  to  increase,  or  to  manage  these  funds 
I  support  of  this  trust  ?  They  have  never  done  so.  Ilow  then  can 
lose  who  have  had  nothing  to  do  with  the  creation,  the  increase,  or 
le  management  of  this  trust,  have  any  claim  upon  its  funds,  or  upon 
s  management  ? 

The  very  nature  of  this  property  confirms  our  denial  of  such  con- 
mon  and  subordination  as  has. been  insisted  on,  and  of  its  subjec- 
on  to  any  such  control  as  has  been  pretended  ?  Upon  this  point 
*e  3  Gough,  p.  125  to  136,  145,  146,  and  147;  Ev.  vol.  ii.  p. 
26;  vol.  i.  p.  263  ;  5th  paragraph,  pamphlet  of  Original  Bill. 

This  yearly  meeting  which  makes  this  claim,  has  not  itself  one 
5nt  of  property,  one  inch  of  ground;  the  very  house  in  Arch  street 
I  which  it  meets,  it  holds  upon  sufierance,  and  is  liable  to  be  turned^ 
jt  of  it  whenever  the  owners  may  please,  and  it  can,  in  no  mode, 
^ist  the  expulsion. 

We  are  told  that  the  minority  is  to  govern  in  this  case,  and  the 
roperty  is  to  follow  them,  because  they  are  composed  of  more  weighty 
lembers  thaii  the  majority  can  boast  of.  If  indeed  they  mean  in 
le  specific  gravity  of  their  persons,  this  claim  may  possibly  be  well 
lunded;  but  if  they  mean  in  that  moral  worth,  which  can  be  tried 
nly  in  "  the  balance  of  the  sanctuary,'*  they  may  possibly  be  "  found 
ranting;"  at  least  their  superiority  has  not  yet  be^xv  cs\^^^^^* 


The  numerical  minority  have  undertaken  to  diaown  ibt  majority, 
and  uflbn  this  weighty  principle,  to  take  all  the  property  to  them- 
aelvea;  but  if  the  basis  of  this  claim  be  valid,  what  is  to  prevent  its 
being  carried  to  any  extent,  even  to  sustaining  a  elaim  by  the  amallest 
possible  assemblage?  Once  a  yearly  meeting  in  the  West  Indiei 
dwindled  down  to  two  persons.     One  of  them  feeling  that  it  would 
be  a  very  inconvenient  and  unpleasant  thing,  for  any  dispute  to  irise 
between  them  respecting  a  considerable  amount  of  property  which 
thus  devolved  upon  their  management,  determined  within  hiiyiaelf  to 
disown  the  other;  and  having  done  so,  he  took  all  the  property  to 
hiii  own  safe  keeping.     The  practice  upon  their  principle  would  put 
to  scorn  all  sense  of  common  justice.     The  example  alluded  to,  might 
be  followed  without  much  difficulty;  and  all  the  property  at  Ches- 
terfield, be  made  to  centre  in  one  man.     Samuel  Craft,  for  example, 
who,  though  he  has,  doubtless,  more  true  orthodoxy  and  honest  pria- 
ciple  than  the  West  Indian,  has  certainly  no  less  zeal  and  ingeoutty. 
There  is  no  limit     If  a  minority  may  be  thus  preferred,  tbeo  any 
minority — even  two — even  one.    The  principle  of  disposing  of  thii 
property  according  to  the  voice  of  the  majority,  ia  the  only  ooe 
which  is  safe,  legal,  just  and  equal,  and  on  which  the  question  cifi 
be  correctly  decided,  when  brought  into  a  temporal  tribunal. 

The  course  which  has  already  been  taken  by  our  adversuio 
during  this  controversy,  illustrates  the  principle  for  which  they  cod- 
tend|  and  shows  its  monstrous  injustice*  We  are  not  left  to  apoca- 
late  about  results.  Take  a  few  instances  as  examplea,  in  which, 
though  I  may  err  slightly  as  to  numbers,  the  substance  will  be  cor- 
rectly stated.  They  are  taken  principally  from  Evidence,  vol.  ii^ 
pp.  67,  459,  6,  7,  66,  and  from  the  testimony  of  Abraham  Lower. 
See  Evidence* 

The  monthly  meeting  at  Maurice  River,  consisted  almost,  if  not 
entirely  of  Friends — there  being  few  or  no  Orthodox.  The  qau- 
terly  meeting  at  Salem  have  laid  it  down.  The  property  collected 
by  themselves  for  their  own  use,  must  go  to  Salem  quarter  or  dflc- 
where. 

Piles  Grove  monthly  meeting,  comprised  three  preparative  meet- 
ings. At  Penn's  Neck,  there  were  no  Orthodox.  At  Mullica  Hilli 
only  two  or  three.  At  Piles  Grove,  five  or  six.  In  all,  from  seven 
to  ten;  and  among  these,  not  more  than  one  or  two  held  any  station 
of  minister,  elder,  overseer  or  clerk — were  tiot,  in  Orthodox  lan- 
guage, weighty  members;  yet  they,  by  the  aid  of  others  at  a  dis- 
tance, laid  down  the  meeting.  Of  course,  the  property  of  the  wbok 
icf  subject  to  this  Orthodox  principle. 

Greenwich  preparative  meeting,  a  branch  of  Woodbury  meeting, 
had  one  Orthodox.  Is  Woodbury  meeting  to  take  their  property 
too  ?  and  are  all  their  meeting  houses  for  the  public  worship  of  God; 
their  school  houses  for  the  education  of  their  children ;  their  grave- 
yards prepared  for  their  repose,  by  all  these  large  and  respectable 
flocieties,  to  be  torn  (rom  ^^m,  by  this  uncompromising,  unchris- 
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tian  principle?  The  court  will  pause  before  they  make  a  decision 
which  must  lead  to  these  results. 

Take  another  example.  The  southern  quarter  is  in  Maryland. 
All  its  meetings^  and  nearly  all  its  members,  are  united  with  Friends. 
No  separation  of  importance  has  taken  place,  and  all  the  meetings 
within  its  bounds  are  held  there,  as  they  have  always  been,  and  are 
tinder  the  ancient  and  long-established  discipline.  The  Arch  street 
yearly  meeting  of  the  Orthodox,  have  undertaken  to  lay  down  this 

?uarter,  and  joined  it  to  Concord  quarter,  which' is  in  Delaware  and 
Pennsylvania.  The  few  Orthodox  that  seceded,  could  not  hold 
meetings,  and  a  committee  was  appointed  to  aid  them  in  forming 
new  monthly  meetings,  and  they  proceeded  to  disown  the  great  mass, 
who  were  moving  on  in  the  unvarying  order  of  the  society.  Are 
these  few,  with  the  Concord  quarter,  out  of  the  state,  to  seize  and 
enjoy  all  the  property  ?  There  is  no  honest  principle  or  feeling  of  the 
human  heart,  which  does  not  rebel  against  such  wrong;  and  no  Jersey 
oourt  ought  to  sustain  such  principles. 

There  is  one  position  brought  to  our  view  by  this  latter  case,  and 
by  the  minority  principle,  which  must  not  be  overlooked.  The 
eouthem  quarter  was  in  Maryland;  it  was  joined  to  Concord  quar- 
ter in  Delaware  and  Pennsylvania.  Suppose  it  should  be  the  desire 
of  the  Friends  in  New  Jersey,  the  great  majority  of  all  the  Quakers, 
to  withdraw  from  the  yearly  meeting  in  Philadelphia,  whether  at 
Arch  or  Green  street,  and  establish  one  for  themselves  within  the 
limits  of  their  own  state.  This  principle  would  prevent  their  doing 
it,  except  upon  the  condition  of  forfeiting  their  whole  property. 
They  must  depend  on  the  will  of  the  weighty  few  in  the  present 
yeany  meeting,  they  would  be  disowned,  and  their  rights  taken 
away.  They  must  be  Orthodox,  or  they  must  suffer  penalties  and 
forfeitures;  and  to  this  thraldom  there  is  no  end.  If  they  are  now 
fcibjeet  to  disownment,  to  laying  down  of  their  meetings,  to  loss  of 
tbcir  rights,  they  must  always  remain  so,  and  the  future  can  afford 
them  no  relief.  I  venture  to  say  to  the  court,  beware  how  you  pro- 
nounce such  a  decrep. 

I  come  back  again  then,  to  ask  your  honours,  is  there  such  a  subor- 
dination, connexion,  dependency,  subjection,  as  is  contended  for  by 
our  adversaries.  Both  piarties  admit  a  subordination,  but  we  deny 
that  it  has  any  reference  to  property.  It  is  designed  to  support  the 
good  order  of  their  society,  to  sustain  their  testimonies.  Their  ap- 
peals never  relate  to  property.  Their  scheme  is  designed  to  ensure 
proper  conduct  in  religion  and  morals,  and  hold  out  to  the  world  a 
nigh  example  of  peace,  unity,  concord,  brotherly  love,  which  may 
draw  all  men  to  the  peace-giving  spirit  of  the  gospel.  It  is  matter 
of  gratification,  that  in  the  view  which  I  take  of  these  principles,  I 
am  not  opposed  upon  some  points  which  seem  essential,  by  the  truly 
great  man  whose  opinion  I  resist  In  page  15, 1  understand  him  to 
avoid  the  questions,  whether  a  monthly  meeting  can  be  laid  down^ 
a  superior  control  an  inferior  in  property,  or  control  it  in  any  wa^ 
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without  appeal.  Now  these  are  of  the  very  essence  of  the  questioos 
under  debate.  Unless  these  things  not  only  can  be  done,  but  are 
done^  the  inferior  meetings  remain — are  in  possession  of .  the  pro- 
perty, subject  to  the  discipline  within  the  order  of  society,  memben 
of  the  great  whole,  in  the  enjoyment  of  their  rights.  Something 
must  be  done  to  fasten  the  forfeiture  upon  them.  They  are,  it  is 
true,  in  a  certain  sense,  as  members,  not  as  meetings,  parts  of  that 
great  body;  (Opinion,  17,  Evidence,  vol.  i.  321,)  but  Uiey  must  be 
severed  from  it  in  some  mode  consistent  with  its  constitution,  aod 
applicable  to  their  rights  of  property,  before  they  lose  those  rights. 
If  the  court  will  look  now,  to  the  general  facts  in  regard  to  the  actioD 
of  the  Chesterfield  meeting,  they  will  find  the  application  of  my  views. 
The  school  for  which  this  money  was  intended,  was  then,  and  still 
is,  in  existence.  In  January,  1827,  the  preparative  meeting  was 
united,  (Evidence,  vol.  i.  pp.  108,  9, 10;  vol.  ii.  p.  287,)  and  the 
treasurer  with  a  minority  withdrew,  leaving  the  body  organized  aad 
in  action.  Their  withdrawal,  even  upon  our  adversaria'  princic^es, 
left  us  in  possession  and  right  of  possession,  of  the  property.  Evi- 
dence, vol.  i.  pp.  342,  387,  389,  314,  326.  If  we  are  to  lose 
our  rights,  because  we  left  the  Arch  street  meeting  when  it  was  in 
full  organization,  with  officers  appointed,  surely  this  minority  lose 
their  right  to  the  school  fund  upon  the  same  principle. 

The  court  adjourned. 


Monday  qfternoon* 
Mr.  Southard  resumed : 

I  have  stated  to  the  court,  that  in  the  proceedings  of  the  prepara: 
tive  meeting,  Hendrickson,  the  treasurer  of  the  Orthodox  party, 
had  withdrawn  himself,  renouncing  thereby,  all  right,  and  creating 
a  vacancy  which  it  was  the  duty  of  the  meeting  to  fill.  The  office 
of  Hendrickson  was  at  an  end,  and  Decow  was  regularly  appointed. 

The  treasurer  held  an  appointment  during  the  pleasure  of  the 
meeting.^  Three  persons  only  had  held  the  office  in  thirty  years. 
That  he  might  be  released  whenever  the  meeting  chose,  was  not  ex- 
pressly provided  in  specific  cases,  for  the  unity  forbade  it ;  bat  it 
was  the  inherent  right  of  the  meeting.  His  duties  are  clearly  de- 
fined ;  to  dispose  of  the  money,  under  the  control  of  the  trustees, 
and  to  account  annually.  The  trustees  were  to  superintend  the 
school,  appoint  teachers,  and  report  the  state  of  the  fund  at  the  com- 
mencement of  every  year.  These  duties  were  to  be  performed 
when  the  preparative  meeting  met  in  January,  1828.  They  reported 
that  they  had  called  on  the  treasurer,  and  he  had  refused  to  give  thetn 
a  statement  of  the  fund.  It  was  also  known  to  the  whole  meeting, 
that  he  had,  in  the  preceding  month  withdrawn,  denying  their  jurfr 
diction  over  him.     That  meeting  was  an  unquestioned  one,  having 


a  clerk  appointed  ))y  Hendrickson  and  all  others;  none  had  been 
disowned,  nor  the  meetin|^  dealt  with.  The  withdrawal  then  of 
Hendrickson  vacated  his  office,  and  the  appointment  of  his  successor 
'WBB  necessary  and  proper,  (Opinion,  61,  62,)  upon  every  legal  and 
Just  principle.  * 

The  case  of  the  Purchase  preparative  meeting  in  New  York,  has 
been  brought  before  us.  I  am  willing  to  receive  the  doctrine  therein 
laid  down  in  one  point,  because  it  has  weight :  but  not  the  remainder, 
because  it  is  not,  I  conceive,  well  supported,  and  is  an  appeal  from 
Judge  Emmet,  whose  opinion  carries  much  authority  with  it.  His 
opinion  seems  to  have  been  submitted  for  review  to  two  judges  of 
the  supreme  court,  but  one  of  them  was  obliged  to  withdraw  before 
the  case  was  concluded,  on  account  of  his  sickness ;  and  judge  Nel- 
son alone  reviewed  the  opinion.  It  is  then,  at  most,  judge  against 
Judge — Nelson  against  Emmet. 

Judge  Nelson  decides  that  as  the  Orthodox  party  withdrew  with 
the  clerk,  and  the  treasurer  remained,  the  meeting  that  had  the  clerk 
with  it,  was  the  regular  meeting.     He  says,  on  page  97  : 

<<  If  we  look  at  the  constitution  and  modes  of  proceeding  of  the 
monthly  and  preparative  meetings  of  the  Friends,  as  detailed  by  the 
witnesses  on  both  sides  in  the  case,  I  cannot  entertain  a  doubt  that 
Thomas  Carpenter  was  legally  appointed  the  successor  of  the  plain- 
tiff, in  the  office  of  treasurer  of  the  Purchase  preparative  meeting,  on 
the  first  of  January,  1830.  It  is  said  that  the  monthly  meeting  in 
June,  1828,  under  which  the  Purchase  preparative  meeting  was  held, 
was  not  the  legitimate  one,  and  that  the  latter,  according  to  the  sys- 
tem of  the  meetings  of  the  Friends,  was  therefore  held  without  au- 
thority. The  fact  is  otherwise,  if  wo  regard  the  only  account  we 
have  of  the  rules  and  practice  of  their  proceedings.  H.  (Griffin 
was  the  clerk  of  that  meeting.  This  office  is  the  most  important  one 
belonging  to  it  He  decides  all  questions  that  arise,  after  hearing 
the  discussions  and  opinions  of  the  members. '^ 

And,  therefore.  Carpenter  was  the  regular  treasurer,  because  the 
clerk  remained  with  the  meeting  which  appointed  him.  Apply  this 
to  us.  Here  was  the  regular  men's  meeting.  .  Hendrickson  had 
deserted  them.  It  was  necessary  to  appoint  a  successor.  If  autho- 
rity vested  any  where  in  this  case,  that  authority  was  with  us: 
and  judge  Drake  himself,  admits  this  point.  Thus,  he  says,  on 
page  61  : 

"It  appears  by  the  testimony,  that  on  the  twenty-seventh  day  of 
December,  A.  1).,  1827,  the  Chesterfield  preparative  meeting  of 
Friends  was  divided,  by  the  minority  of  the  members,  assembled  at 
that  time,  withdrawing  to  another  house,  leaving  the  majority,  with 
the  clerk,  at  the  usual  place  of  meeting.  They  continued  their  bu- 
siness there;  and  the  minority  organized  anew,  or  held  another 
meeting,  having  appointed  a  new  clerk  to  act  for  them." 

And  he  refers  to  cases  to  which  an  examination  will  be  given 
hereafter,  and  they  will  be  found  to  support  our  views.     TUc  c;^:^  W 
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Mawachusettsi,  must  be  e:icaminecl  under  another  atfpeet    Judge 
Drake,  (page  61,)  admits  that 

<<  If  this  preparative  meeting  were  an  indeptndant  bodjfj  ading 
without  the  influence  of  any  conventional  principle  operating  upon  tUi 
point,  the  act  of  the  minority  on  this  occasion  would  not  affect  th 
powers  of  the  majority  who  remained  in  session ;  however  it  might 
expose  itself,  and  the  members  composing  it,  to  disabilities.  oA 
the  right  to  make  appointments,  and  to  exercise  the  other  fonetiooi 
of  t^o  preparative  meeting,  would  still  continue  with  the  larger 
party/' 

What  conventional  principle  did  the  meeting  act  on,  that  would 
destroy  the  legal  principle.  It  could  be  only  on  the  ground  of  the 
subordination  of  lower  meetings  to  higher  in  relation  to  prqieity. 
I  have  called  for  proof  of  such  principle ;  it  has  not  been  given. 
We  have,  therefore,  judge  Drake  with  us  in  regard  to  the  legal  piD- 
ciple,  though  in  regard  to  the  religious  principle,  he  is  against  me. 
If  Hendrickson's  office  ended  here,  his  right  to  the  money  ended  with 
it.  And  if  the  infallibility  of  the  clerk  is  of  any  avail,  we  have 
that  argument  in  our  favour,  for  the  clerk  was  with  us.  It  mttten 
not  under  what  aspect  you  view  it,  Decow  is  entitled  to  the  plaoa 
This  is  the  plain  result,  and  must  be  so  if  that  was  the  preparatiTe 
meeting  of  Chesterfield  to  which  the  clerk  adhered.  It  profesieitd 
be  so.  And  the  court  cannot  look  beyond  that  A  reltgioui  ao- 
cieti/  can  he  judged  only  by  its  professions^  and  not  by  any  inquiry 
whether  the  members  believe  as  they  profess,  or  live  up  to  their 
profession.  This  applies  to  all  denominations.  If  a  presbyteriao 
society  professes  to  receive  the  confession  of  faith,  a  court  has  no 
right  to  inquire  further,  because  it  should  not  pry  into  the  con* 
sciences  of  men.  Take,  for  example,  the  presbyterian  church  in 
Trenton ;  how  can  you  ask  from  it  anything  more  than  a  profession 
of  its  faith?  If  it  declares  it  will  not  receive  the  confession  of  bith, 
then  you  have  a  right  to  act  If  you  had  the  means  to  inquire 
further,  you  would  not  have  the  power  without  violating  law  and 
constitution. 

This  preparative  meeting  professes  to  be  the  preparative  meeting 
of  Chesterfield,  and  to  receive  and  act  by  the  discipline  of  the  so- 
ciety. It  was  composed  of  the  same  individuals  that  composed  it 
in  the  year  before.  It  had  not  been  dealt  with ;  it  had  iK)t  been  dis* 
owned  by  the  monthly  meeting.  When  did  it  cease  to  be  the  pre- 
parative meeting  of  Chesterfield  ?  It  could  not  cease  to  be  so,  with- 
out some  act  of  its  own.  When  was  it  treated  with,  either  before 
or  after  the  separation,  for  such  act  ?  In  the  two  large  volumes  of 
evidence  laid  before  the  court,  have  you  any  evidence  of  its  having 
been  laid  down?  Has  even  the  new  monthly  meeting  ever  dealt 
with  it,  or  laid  it  down  ?  No,  it  stands  untouched  yet  Can  a  cod- 
gregation  i)e  excluded  from  the  presbyterian,  or  from  the  episcopal 
church,  without  some  act  of  that  church  ?  When  this  testimony 
was  taken,  the  Orthodox  party  had  not  laid  down  the  Chesterfield 
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preparative  meeting.    Why,  I  know  not    But  the  fact  is  aa  I  have 
itated. 

Independently  of  all  action  upon  it  by  others,  I  have  to  say,  that 
:hi8  preparative  meeting  professes  to  be  a  preparative  meeting  of  the 
lociety  of  Friends.  Does  part  leaving  it,  destroy  it  ?  Th^  ques- 
doD  is  answered  in  the  negative  by  Judge  Drake,  and  will  be  so  an- 
swered by  every  lawyer.  Ten  or  twenty  leaving  it,  cannot  take  ' 
Rway  its  rights.  If  this  can,  Arch  street  yearly  meeting  is  at  an 
B&d. 

But  it  is  contended  that  this  preparative  meeting  has  lost  its  rights 
by  its  acts  of  insubordination  to  higher  meetings.  Let  us  test  by  the 
fiicts,  this  question  of  subordination. 

If  any  power  hafs  a  right  to  act  on  a  preparative  meeting,  it  must 
be  the  monthly  meeting.  No  power  of  either  the  quarterly  or  the 
yearly  could  reach  it,  except  through  the  monthly. 

Look  at  the  proceedings  of  the  meetings.  The  same  persons  that 
composed  the  prepai*ative  meeting  with  many  others,  composed  the 
iBonthly  meeting.  If  then  others  can  interfere,  it  must  be  in  their 
capacity  as  members  of  the  niontbly  meeting,  for,  in  their  capacity 
Ml  members  of  other  meetings  for  worship  and  discipline,  they  have 
■u>  pretence  of  right 

Does  the  trust  authorize  this  interference  ?  There  is  no  acknow- 
ledgment of  this  kind  in  the  instrument  No  authority  is  there  given 
to  the  monthly  meeting  to  interfere  with  this  fund. 

Will  the  discipline  give  the  right  ?  In  the  discipline  nothing  is 
Ibund  having  a  bearing  on  the  subject  How  can  the  monthly  meet- 
big  interfere,  if  no  power  be  given  to  it,  either  by  the  trust,  or  by 
the  discipline  ? 

Suppose  the  preparative  meeting  had  resolved  to  lend  the  money 
to  me,  instead  of  to  Shotwell,  would  the  monthly  meeting  have  had 
aright  to  say,  you  shall  not  lend  it  to  a  person  not  a  member  of  the 
Society — ^you  shall  lend  it  as  we  direct  ?  Would  not  the  preparative 
meeting  have  answered,  you  have  no  right  to  dictate  in  this  case? 
The  money  is  ours  and  not  yours. 

For  thirty  years,  from  the  time  the  fund  was  created  in  1792,  to 
the  present  day,  there  is  no  instance  of  the  monthly  meeting  having 
iaterfered  with  its  management  It  cannot  be  shown  that,  from  1681 
to  the  present  day,  there  has  ever  been  an  instance  of  a  monthly 
meeting  interfering  with  a  preparative,  or  of  a  quarterly  meeting  in- 
terfering with  a  monthly,  in  regard  to  property.  If  the  power  had 
existed,  it  would  at  some  time  have  been  exercised. 

The  case  that  has  been  referred  to  within  the  limits  of  the  Balti- 
more yearly  meeting,  has  not  been  properly  explained.  There  had 
beeoy  for  a  long  time,  a  meeting  in  the  eastern  part  of  the  city  of 
Baltimore.  A  new  one  which  was  set  up  in  the  western  part  of  the 
uty,  claimed  part  of  the  property  of  the  old.  The  old  meetiilg  re- 
plied, that  such  were  the  terms  of  the  grant,  that  they  could  not  part 
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with  the  property — the  statutes  of  the  state  would  not  permit  it  i  c^ 
The  subject  was  re/erred  by  the  assent  of  the  parties,  to  the  qaa^ 
terly  meeting,  and  afterwards  to  the  yearly  meeting;  and  they 
decided  that  the  statutes  of  the  state  did  not  prevent  the  old  meet- 
ing frgm  acknowledging  the  claim  of  the  new  to  a  part  of  the  pro- 
perty. 

The  old  meeting  still  refused  to  submit..  In  consequence  of  this 
refusal,  after  having  consented  to  a  reference,  the  yearly  meeting 
said,  if  you  do  not  abide  by  our  decision,  we  will  disown  you.  The 
meeting  in  the  eastern  part  of  Baltimore,  kept  the  subject  under  ad- 
visement for  month  after  month.  Finally  a  settlement  was  effectei 
But  did  that  preparative  meeting  thereby  lose  its  property  ?  It  holds 
it  to  this  day.  The  monthly  meeting  was  laid  dOwn;  but  the  piept- 
rative  meeting  retains  its  property. 

Another  thing  worthy  of  consideration,  is,  that  we  have  direet 
evidence  of  the  monthly  meeting  of  Crosswicks  having  itself  decided, 
that  it  had  nothing  to  do  with  the  school  fund.  At  the  time  thisfund 
was  formed,  the  preparative  meeting  embraced  the  meetings  for  wor- 
ship in  Trenton  and  Bordentown.  When  a  preparative  meeting  was 
set  up  in  Trenton,  it  applied  for  part  of  this  school  fund.  The  monthly 
meeting  decided  that  it  had  no  control  over  it;  but  advised  that  when 
Friends  in  Trenton  should  endeavour  to  form  a  school  fund.  Friends 
in  Crosswicks  should  remember  them  kindly.  Samuel  Craft  was 
one  of  the  committee  to  whom  the  subject  was  referred^  and  who 
made  the  report,  in  which  the  meeting  concurred. 

[Here  Mr.  Williamson  stated  that  Mr.  Southard  was  in  error,  in 
regard  to  the  decision  of  the  monthly  meeting,  and  Mr.  Craft  left 
the  court-room  to  bring  in  the  record.] 

On  one  point  I  am  sure  I  am  not  in  error,  and  that  is,  that  Friends 
in  Crosswicks  were  advised  to  assist  Friends  in  Trenton,  in  forming 
a  school  fund.  And  another  thing,  that  the  monthly  meeting  did  not 
pretend  to  power  to  control  the  fund.  If  this  monthly  meeting  had 
the  right  to  control  the  fund,  it  did  not  exercise  it.  If  it  had  no  right, 
then  no  one  has.  After  it  had  refused  to  act,  and  disavowed  the 
power  to  interfere,  this  preparative  meeting  showed  its  entire  control 
of  the  property  by  giving  back  part  of  the  money  to  some  of  the  sub- 
scribers, who  were  so  situated  as  to  receive  no  benefit  from  it  Dis. 
52,94-5;  1  Ev.  347-8,  &c.;  2  Ev.  286-7. 

Who  then,  has  now  the  right  to  control  the  fund.  Admit  thatthe 
monthly  meeting  has  the  right  and  power.  That  monthly  meeting  is 
with  us. 

Until  the  eighth  or  ninth  month,  1827,  there  was  no  division  in 
our  meeting.  All  met  in  one  meeting  house,  which,  although  not  a 
part  of  the  property  in  question  in  the  present  case,  must  be  subjected 
to  the  operation  of  the  decision  in  the  end. 

In  ninth  month,  a  member  about  to  remove  to  the  city  of  Phil^ 
delphia,  applied  for  a  certificate  to  Green  street  meeting.     In  conser 
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fuenice  of  some  objections  that  were  raised^  the  application  was  with- 
rawn. 

In  the  tenth  month,  the  application  was  renewed  f  and  then  the 
slerk  declined  to  act.     That  clerk  was  David  Clark — a  worthy  and  ' 
respectable  man,  but  who  on  this  occasion  acted  very  incorrectly. 
Ele  was  bound  to  act  as  the  meeting  wished. 

[Here  Mr.  Craft  handed  the  records  of  the  monthly  meeting  to 
Mr.  Southard.     The  latter  gentleman  said:] 

I  have  now  before  me  the  minute  of  the  monthly  meeting  in 
regard  to  the  application  from  Trenton,  for  a  division  of  the  school 
und. 

The  terms  are  what  I  stated  them  to  be.  This  comnriittee,  in  whose 
Import  the  meeting  concurred,  says  it  has  no  power  to  direct  a  divi- 
lion  of  the  school  fund;  but  advises  Friends  at  Crosswicks  kindly  to 
nemember  Friends  in  Trenton,  when  the  latter  shall  endeavour  to 
create  a  school  fund. 

Mr.  Williamson,  The  gentleman  said  the  committee  had  de- 
sltred  they  had  no  power  to  control  the  fund.  Their  report  wasj 
they  had  no  power  to  divide  the  fund. 

Mr.  Southard,  I  should  like  to  know  if  dividing  is  not  part  of 
4»  power  of  controlling.  They  say  that  Trenton  ought  to  be 
kindly  regarded  by  Friends  at  Crosswicks,  when  she  attempts  to  form 
t  school  fund,  thus  acknowledging  the  moral  right  of  Trenton  to  a 
!Mt  of  the  fund ;  but  decline  the  proposal  to  divide  the  fund  on  the 
ground  that  the  monthly  meeting  had  no  control  of  it. 

Mr,  Williamson,  We  have  never  contended  that  the  monthly 
tneeting  has  a  control  of  the  funds  of  the  preparative  meeting.  That 
18  a  proposition  of  the  learned  gcntleman^s  own  making.  Our  pro- 
positron  is  perfectly  understood  by  the  court.  It  is,  that  no  court 
ind  no  meeting  has  a  right  to  divide  this  fund,  or  make  any  appli-' 
nation  of  it  different  from  that  intended  by  the  original  trust. 

Mr.  Southard  resumed,  i  believe  I  was  talking  about  friend 
Clark.  He  was  directed  to  make  a  minute  by  the  meeting.  He 
did  not  obey  their  directions ;  but  made  another  hasty  minute,  and 
prithdrew  with  about  one-third  of  the  meeting  with  him.  I  ask  if 
I  monthly  meeting  is  to  be  destroyed  in  this  way  ?  Party  prejudice 
overcome  this  worthy  man  on  this  occasion.  What  right  had  he,  in 
liter  disregard  of  the  order  of  the  society,  to  take  up  the  papers  and 
cave  the  meeting.  The  legal  existence  of  the  monthly  meeting  was  not 
:o  be  destroyed  by  a  freak  of  the  ckrk.  The  meeting  was  under  the 
lecessity  of  appointing  another  clerk,  and  did  appoint  J.  Middleton, 
Jerk  pro  tempore.  The  certiiicate  was  given  to  the  member  who 
virtied  to  be  transferred  to  Green  street,  and  the  meeting  adjourned  . 
iter  having  appointed  a  committee  to  report  the  name  of  a  regular 
)ermanent  clerk. 

In  eleventh  month,  after  worship,  the  temporary  clerk  read  an 
ipening  minute,  andthe  committee  then  made  a  report  of  the  name 
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of  the  clerk  they  had  agreed  upon.  The  tiomiDalion  was  opposed,  not 
by  members  of  the  meeting,  but  by  strangers.  I  admit  that  Quakers 
are  every  where  members  of  the  society.  I  admit  that  the  Qqiker 
of  London  is  a  member  of  the  society  in  Burlington  county;  bathe 
has  no  right  to  interfere  with  business.  When,  before,  did  stnnpn 
interfere  with  the  appointment  of  clerk  to  a  preparative  meeting?  It 
was  the  first  time,  and  1  hope  it  will  be  the  last.  This  interfereoee 
of  strangers  was  not  successful.  The  name  of  the  clerk  was  ap- 
proved. They  who  opposed  the  nomination  were  the  very  persons 
who  had  withdrawn  from  the  meeting  in  the  tenth  month.  Their 
appearance  in  the  meeting  in  the  eleventh  month,  was  improper^ 
unless  they  came  to  unite  with  what  was  done. 

Friends  finished  their  business,  and  sat  for  some  time  in  the  mail 
manner.  The  minority  requested  them  to  withdraw ;  but  as  it  wu 
their  own  meeting  house,  and  their  own  meeting,  they  would  oot 
And  because  they  would  not,  the  minority  opened  their  meeting, and 
then  adjourned  to  the  next  day.  Now,  the  court  will  decide  if  there 
was  any  disorder,  who  occasioned  it. 

In  the  twelfth  month,  Friends  found  this  small  party  aittiDg  in 
their  meeting  house.  They  had  a  right  to  remove  them.  But  Uiey 
did  not,  they  waited  until  the  Orthodox  had  concluded.  They 
would  not  interrupt  them,  although  they  had  intruded.  Tbea 
Friends  transacted  the  business  of  their  meeting.  On  the  28th 
of  the  twelfth  month,  the  Orthodox  requested  Friends  to  withdraw 
from  the  meeting  house.  As  this  modest  request  was  not  complied 
with,  they  themselves  withdrew  to  the  house  of  Sarah  ChapmaO) 
which  had  previously  been  prepared  for  their  reception.  As  they 
were  aware  of  the  true  state  of  things,  they  came  to  the  meeting 
house  either  for  the  purpose  of  disturbing  the  meeting  of  Friends, or 
else  that  they  might  go  through  the  form  of  adjourning,  in  order  to 
carry  out  further  the  motive  they  had  given  on  a  former  occasion : 
<<  We  give  you  warning,  that  by  going  away,  we  surrender  nooe  of 
our  rights." 

We  believe  that  by  this  desertion  of  the  Orthodox  party,  they  lost 
the  right  to  control  the  property  ;  but  we  did  not  desire  that  they 
should  lose  their  rights  in  it.  Abused  as  we  are,  we  are  still  Friends, 
and  have  shown  ourselves  much  better  entitled  to  this  name  than 
those  wl)o  deny  it  to  us.  We  made  them  offers  to  divide  the  fund 
in  proportion  to  our  respective  numbers,  or  to  let  them  take  back  as 
much  as  they  had  subscribed.  (Exhibit,  page  444  and  349.)  Whit 
was  the  consequence ?  Nothing  but  reviling!  We  are  heretics.— 
They  are  of  the  true  faith,  and  must  have  it  all. 

Another  monthly  meeting  had  been  set  up  by  them.  I  trust  1 
have  shown  that  that  does  not  affect  our  rights.  If  Arch  street 
yearly  meeting  has  a  right  to  go  into  Chesterfield  and  set  up  a  new 
monthly  meeting ;  why  should  not  Chesterfield  monthly  meeting  go 
into  Philadelphia,  and  set  up  a  new  yearly  meeting  ?     I  ask  ag»ia, 
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sould  this  monthly  meeting  be  destroyed  until  it  was  laid  down. 
Vhere,  in  the  discipline,  do  we  find  anything  relating  to  that  ?  Has 
I  been  laid  down  ?  It  has  never  been  dealt  with,  never  laid  down. 
8  it  not,  therefore  competent  to  hold  property  ?  If  the  existence 
i  this  monthly  meeting  depended  on  its  adherence  to  Arch  street- 
rearly  meeting,  it  is  sufficient  to  observe  that  no  yearly  meeting  had 
s  yet  taken  place  from  which  we  had  absented  ourselves.  Admit- 
ing  that  we  held  our  breath  by  our  connexion  with  Arch  street 
'early  meeting,  there  had  been  no  dealings  with  us  by  that  meeting. 

Even  the  new  monthly  meeting,  with  the  absconding  clerk  at  its 
lead,  has  not  attempted  to  deprive  us  of  our  right& 

The  fund,  therefore,  stands  unaffected  by  any  act  of  any  monthly 
aeoting,  and  beyond  that  none  can  interfere,  for,  in  the  order  of  the 
ociety,^  the  inferior  must  be  reached  through  its  immediate  superior 
—the  preparative  through  the  monthly  meeting.  Nor  has  this  meet^ 
Dg  done  any  act  in  relation  to  the  management 

We  are,  then,  thrown  back  upon  the  original  principles,  which 
mist  govern  in  such  cases,  and  we  claim  the  money. 

First.  Because  it  is  ours — intended  for  oUr  poor. 

Secondly.  It  is  for  Me  school.  We  have  the  school  under  our 
control,  and  it  is  supported  by  us. 

Thirdly.  It  was  subscribed  by  ourselves,  and  equity  and  justice 
require  that  it  should  be  governed  by  our  wishes. 

Fourthly.  There  is  no  recognition  in  the  trust  of  any  external 
x>wer  to  affect  it,  nor  any  discipline  pientioned  in  it,  nor  existing  in 
lur  body. 

Fifthly.  It  does  not  look  to  our  faith  in  scriptural  doctrines.  It 
Mily  requires  that  we  belong  to  Friends— «that  we  be  Friends ;  and 
his  we  are,  not,  perhaps,  in  the  Bettle  and  Evans'  standard,  but  still 
ve  are  Friends,  and  have  never  been  disowned. 

The  only  thing  that  can  affect  our  rights  is,  that  a  minority  has 
Bvithdrawn  in  a  disorderly  way,  and  this  brings  us  to  the  legal  ques- 
ion,  whether  the  rights  of  the  majority  or  of  the  minority,  are  to  pre- 
vail. 

.  This  is  a  peculiar  question  in  this  case.  We  are  not  an  incorpora- 
tion. We  have  not  subscribed  to  any  written  articles,  by  which  we 
can  be  judged,  and,  therefore,  as  we  apprehend,  the  only  mode  in  law 
md  equity,  is  to  decide  by  majority. 

The  argument  of  my  learned  associate  on  this  head,  has  been  un- 
iouched  by  the  opposite  counsel.  It  need  not,  therefore,  be  sus* 
ttined  by  additional  argument.  1  will  simply  rjsfer  to  a  number  of 
iiuthorities,  which  it  has  been  my  purpose  to  consider,  but  which, 
want  of  time  prevents  me  from  reading  to  the  court,  with  the  custo- 
siary  particularity. 

Grotius,  page  7,  of  the  Latin  edition. 

2  Kent,  23a,  498.  1  Blackstone,  478.  Locke  on  Civil  Govera- 
oaent,  254. 
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1  Wood.  499,  Here  it  is  declared,  that  if  the  charter  be  nfent, 
the  majority  or  a  quorum  may  act 

5  Coke's  Reports,  66,  Chamberlain  of  London's  case.  Heft  it 
is  declared  that  by  inhabitants  of  any  place  are  meant  the  majority. 

Hardress,49,  The  act  of  a  majority  of  a  corporation,  is  the  act  of 
the  whole. 

4  Hen.  and  Mun.,  351,  The  decision  of  a  majority  of  a  oorpone 
tion,  is  fundamental  law  in  England  and  this  country. 

A  majority  always  decide  in  public,  deliberative  acts. 

6  Sergeant  and  Rawle,  170;  5  Binney,  485;  6  John,  39, 1  B(»4 
PuL,  236  ;  3  T.  R.  592. 

Commonwealth  v.  Eberle^  206  ;  Commontoeallh  v.  Jarrtt  lud 
others^  7  Sergeant  and  Rawle,  460,  In  the  case  of  a  school  at  Ches* 
nut  Hill,  established  <<  for  the  use  of  the  neighbourhood  in  generd/' 
the  minority  procured  a  charter  which  was  pronounced  void,  because 
it  had  been  procured  against  the  will  of  the  majority. 

16  Massachusetts,  488,  There  a  general  taxis  laid  for  the  support 
of  such  denomination  as  the  tax  payers  may  prefer.  Those  who  pay 
the  tax  are  parishioners,  whether  they  worship  there  or  not  In  them 
an  equitable  interest  in  the  property  is  vested,  and  this  may  electa 
minister  of  new  doctrines,  a  unitarian  for  example,  and  recover  the 
property,  though  the  churchwardens  differ  from  them. 

6  Sergeant  and  Rawle,  12,  The  real  majority.  Certificate  of 
clerk,  is,  like  the  seal  of  a  corporation,  prima  facie  evidence ;  bat 
whether  it  was  a  real  majority,.and  whether  the  seael  was  properly  af- 
fixed, are  matters  that  may  be  inquired  into. 

6  Sergeant  and  Rawle,  506,  Case  of  St.  Mary's  Church.  The 
court  required  the  application  to  come  from  the  majority  of  the  cor- 
poration, evidenced  by  a  corporate  seal ;  "  but,"  says  Chief  Justice 
Tilghman,  "  suppose  the  corporation  abuse  their  trust,  by  proposing 
alterations  not  desired  by  the  society ;  are  eight  or  ten  persons  to 
domineer  over  one  thousand  ?"  How  much  more  strongly  does  this 
apply  where  there  is  no  corppration  ! 

Lastly,  the  case  of  Field  v.  Fields  already  referred  to. 

This  principle,  then,  maintained  by  all  these  authorities,  is  fully  es- 
tablished. The  majority  is  with  us,  and  the  majority  being  with  us, 
we  are  safe. 

But  this  is  a  slight  barrier  with  our  opponents.  Although  no  ex- 
ternal power  can  interfere,  although  the  yearly  meeting  cannot  touch 
the  property,  although  the  majority  is  with  us,  there  is  a  very  easy 
and  adroit  mode  of  reaching  the  result  It  is  to  lay  down  the  meet- 
ing, disown  the  majority,  and  the  property  is  theirs  !  I  cannot  de- 
tain the  court,  by  arguing  on  such  a  point  Can  any  human  being 
believe,  that,  where  a  number  of  persons  own  property,  a  part,  to 
get  possession  of  it,  have  only  to  disown  the  others.  If  I  could  en- 
tertain such  a  supposition  for  a  moment,  I  should  disgrace  the  society, 
and  be  able  to  speak  no  longer  of  Quaker  plainness  and  honesty,  but 
o{  Quaker  trick  and  cuuuiii^. 
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Then  comes  in  the  principle  of  the  escheat  to  the  society,  to  which 
referred  this  morning.     If  it  be  true,  it  can  only  exist  where  there 
an  extinction  of  the  meeting.     There  has  been  no  extinction  of 
is  meeting. 
I  recur  to  the  principle  of  my  coadjutor.  This  fund  is  the  property 

the  meeting.  There  can  be  no  change  that  will  take  away  this 
operty-^not  even  a  change  in  the  government  of  the  country, 
tiis  is  a  general  principle,  for  support  of  which  I  refer  to  1st 
'heat  282;  6th  Cranch,  198;  8th  Wheat.  481.  Even  the  divi- 
)n  of  an  empire  does  not  forfeit  vested  rights,  as  is  proved  in  9 
ranch,  50;  2  Jo.  Cases,  29  ;  3  lb.  109 ;  Calvin^s  Case;  7  Rep. 
r ;  2  R.  155  ;  5  S.  &  R.  147  ;  2  Pet.  R.  584;  1  Co.  Dig.  524 ;  1 
onb.  148.  Hendrickson  was  but  a  trustee,  bound  to  transfer,  and 
rected  so  to  do,  and  the  court  will  act  upon  the  principle,  espe- 
ally  as  there  is  an  express  contract  provision  of  the  trust  that  he 
ould  transfer  to  his  successor.  That  successor  is  Stacy  Decow, 
wfully  appointed,  and  representing  the  cestuijtfue  trusts. 
In  the  next  place,  it  is  to  be  observed,  that  we  remain  subordinate 
•  the  same  yearly  meeting  as  formerly.  I  shall  attempt  to  show 
lis,  if  it  be  considered  necessary ;  and  I  shall,  I  think,  show  it 
inclusively. 

Here,  this  controversy  ought  to  end.  Neither  a  court  of  law,  nor 
»art  of  chancery,  ought  to  go  further.  If  I  might  rely  on  my  own 
dgment,  I  would  here  close  the  inquiry.  But  this  I  may  not  do. 
^e  are  driven  to  othier  subjects,  and  must  submit  ourselves  to  the 
^cessity.  But  we  must,  and  do,  protest  against  entering  into 
atters  extraneous  to  the  point  in  dispute. 

We  profess  to  be  christians,  and  to  revere  the  Scriptures,  and  no 
rthly  tribunal  should  require  more. 

We  profess  to  be  Friends,  and  beyond  that  no  cognizance  can  be 
ken  of  our  sentiments. 

We  profess  to  act  in  the  order  of  the  society,  and  nothing  more 
in  be  demanded  of  us. 

We  do  nbt  deny  that  the  court  of  chancery  may  look  into  trusts^ 
it  it  must  be  where  there  are  definite  contracts.  We  do  not  deny 
lat,  to  determine  a  trust,  a  court  may  examine  religious  opinions, 
here  there  is  a  creed,  or  rule  of  faith  given,  as  in  the  episcopal 
id  presbyterian  churches,  and  where  the  trust  is  made  by  the  par- 
es, specifically^  and  in  terms  to  descend  on  such  opinions  and  doc- 
ines.  Such  a  trust  can  be  reached  without  the  aid  of  the  43d  of 
ilizabeth,  or  the  comments  of  the  civil  law.  But  if  persons  unite 
>r  religious  worship,  and  do  not  proclaim  their  peculiar  faith,  nor 
lake  their  property  to  depend  upon  it,  there  can  be  no  right  to  in- 
uire  into  it  They  must  hold  it  by  principles  which*the  law  will 
pply  to  it*  independent  of  that  consideration. 

But  we  are  told  that  we  are  to  lose  our  rights  in  consequence  of 
ur  connexion  with  Arch  street  yearly  meeting,  and  of  what  was 


648 

done  there.  It  becomes  necessary  for  as,  then,  to  eztmine  the  pro- 
ceedings, and  as  dates  are  of  importance,  I  mast  endeavour  to  review 
facts  in  the  order  of  their  occurrence.  While  this  inquiry  prooeediy 
let  us  take  with  us  the  principle  of  our  bond  of  union — ^that  wlueh 
binds  our  society  without  and  within.  I  have  explained  the  fiews 
of  the  society  on  this  subject,  in  relation  to  the  light  within,  pro- 
ducing a  life  of  righteousness,  and  becoming  the  external  -bood  of 
union.  Let  me  beg  the  court  to  take  this  explanation  with  them  in 
their  investigations.  Here  lays  the  one  principal  error  of  the  chief 
justice  and  of  Judge  Draka  In  their  whole  exposition  they  troted 
the  question  as  if  ours  was  an  ordinary  society,  connected  by  ordio^ 
ry  conditions.  They  forgot  that  they  were  speaking  of  a  peculiir 
people,  with  a  peculiar  bond.  The  subject  matter  of  this  dispute, 
the  principle  and  nature  of  the  society  of  Friends,  seemed  to  be 
almosf  forgotten  by  them. 

Most  of  the  principles  named  by  them  would  apply  to  the  probj- 
terian  meeting.  But  the  chief  justice  seemed  to  forget  what  a  yeiriy 
meeting  was.  He  appeared  to  think  Friends  worshipping  in  Ardi 
street,  constituted  there,  the  yearly  meeting,  and  that  part  of  then 
withdrawing,  to  worship  in  another  meeting  house,  was  withdnw- 
ing  from  the  yearly  meeting.  If  half  of  those  who  worship  with 
me  in  the  presbyterian  meeting  house  should  withdraw,  and  worship 
elsewhere,  disconnecting  ourselves  from  that  body,  another  piobf- 
terian  church  would  be  formed.  But  what  is  the  yearly  meeting? 
It  is  the  collection  of  the  great  body  of  the  society  of  Friends ;  aod 
wherever  they  meet,  whether  in  Arch  street  or  in  Green  street^ 
there  is  the  yearly  meeting.  It  matters  little  when  or  where  they 
meet,  whether  in  April  or  October,  provided  only  the  great  body  of 
Friends  are  there  ;  that  is  the  yearly  meeting.  Time  and  place  are 
of  no  consequence. 

Samuel  Bettle  has  told  you  there  were  several  yearly  meetings  ifl 
1797  or  1798.  They  were  not  all  held  at  the  same  place  or  in  the 
same  month.  Yet  each  was  a  yearly  m'eeting,  because  the  great 
body  of  Friends  composed  it.  • 

Suppose,  when  the  Orthodox  Friends  go  to  Arch  street  in  April 
next,  a  thing  should  be  done  which,  as  it  has  been  done  once,  may 
be  again  ;  that  they  should  find  the  gates  and  doors  bolted  tod 
barred  by  the  monthly  meeting,  the  owners  of  the  house.  They 
would  then  go  to  Market  street,  to  Pine  street,  to  Cherry  street,  nay 
even  to  Green  street,  rather  than  not  hold  their  meeting,  and  when 
met  they  would  be  a  yearly  meeting.  Should  it  happen,  that, 
through  the  dispensation  of  Providence,  Friends  could  not  meet  on 
the  third  second-day  of  April,  and  should  meet  on  the  fourth  second- 
day.  Ther#  would  then  be  an  escheat  of  the  property,  according  to 
Thomas  Evans.  But  this  cannot  be  so.  It  is  not  the  time ;  it  is 
not  the  place  ;  it  is  the  people  that  give  legal  existence  to  the  yearly 
meeting.  Wherever  they  meet  and  whenever  they  meet  there  is 
the  yearly  meeting. 
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This  frinciple  must  be  applied  to  every  meeting  of  the  kind ;  to 
the  bishops  of  the  episcopal  church  in  their  convention,  add  to  the 
general  assembly  of  the  presbyterian  church.  If  from  any  cause 
they  could  not  meet  at  the  time  and  plac^  appointed,  and  were  to 
meet  at  some  other  time  and  place,  it  woula  not  destroy  the  authority 
of  the  convention  or  of  the  assembhr. 

Another  error  is  to  be  found  in  the  mode  of  examination  pursued 
by  the  judge.  He  leaped  at  once  into  Arch  street  meeting,  without 
oonnecting  the  events  that  had  previously  occurred.  It  was  begins 
Ding  at  the  wrong  end.  The  principle  of  the  society  is  unity;  It 
WBB  necessary  to  ascertain  the  existence  of  that  first  No  man  can 
jostly  or  legally  decide  this  case,  who  does  not  investigate  the  pre- 
vious facts — that  does  not  go  back  to  the  circumstances  in  which 
the  present  difficulties  have  their  origin,  and  examine  in  what 
state  the  yearly  meeting  met.  It  is  to  that  course  of  investigation  1 
entreat  you  to  submit  your  attention. 

It  is  not  necessary  to  detain  you,  by  an  exhibition  of  the  condi- 
tion of  the  society  for  many  previous  years.  It  h&d  h^ji^in  a  state 
of  quiet  for  a  century.  There  had  been  no  division  in  it,  stnce  the 
days  of  George  Keith.  It  had  become  torpid  and  relaxed.  Wealth 
bed  flown  in  upon  them.  Peace  had  been  theirs.  Persecution  had 
not  aroused  them.  A  few  men  had  grown  up  in  this  state  of  things 
VIrho  had  something  more  of  that  pride  and  haughtiness  of  office  than 
iras  becoming  in  their  profession.  I'he  extent  to  which  they  car* 
lied  their  love  of  rule  was  unpleasant  to  the  society,  but  they  were 
unwilling  to  recede.  They  had  power,  and  resolved  to  use  it.  They 
were  determined  either  to  rule  the  society,  or  to  rend  it  This  is 
riiown  by  a  long  train  of  facts,  the  first  of  which  was  intended  to 
iffect  Elias  Hicks.  I  know  the  prejudices  lie  has  to  encounter,  but 
I  beg  that  we  may  consider  him  an  unimportant  individual,  and  that 
he  may  be  judged  impartially,  as  a  man  and.  as  a  member  of  the 
booiety. 

The  first  incident  occurred  in  1819.  In  that  year  Elias  Hicks 
same  to  Philadelphia,  having  with  him  regular  certificates  of  his 
standing  in  his  own  monthly  and  quarterly  meetings,  within  the 
limits  of  the  New  York  yearly  meeting.  He  was  then  a  minister  of 
lood  repute,  and  highly  esteemed  throughout  the  limits  of  the  Qua- 
ker world.  He  came  to  the  city  of  Philadelphia,  and  in  Pine  street 
meeting,  the  very  centre  from  which  these  difficulties  have  since 
spread,  he  bore  his  testimony  boldly  and  fearlessly.  There  was  no 
question  then  about  his  religious  doctrines.  He  bore  his  testimony 
sgaiost  slavery  and  the  use  of  the  produce  of  slave  labour,  and  that  it 
was  which  gave  the  first  smart  to  the  feelings  of  a  certain  individual 
belonging  to  that  meeting,  who  has  since  been  conspicuous  in  the 
proceedings.  Whether  what  was  said  ought  to  have  affected  his  feel- 
ings, or  whether  Elias  Hicks  was  right  or  wrong,  I  shall  not  inqu^e. 
It  is  certain  he  did  offend  one  man-— one  who  had  himself  borne  tes- 
timony against  the  use  of  the  products  of  slave  labouis  9^ad  ^&^\- 
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wards  let  his  testimony  fall.  Conscience  is  a  sharpener  of  the  eye- 
sight. That  he  took  offence  is  apparent  He  said,  after  the  meeting 
was  over^  that  he  had  a  painful  time ;  and  it  is  worthy  of  remark, 
that  there  has  not  been  qge  attack  on  Elias  Hicks,  from  that  day  to 
this,  which  he  has  not  h^d  a  share  in  making. 

He  took  offence,  not  on  account  of  anything  which  was  said  in- 
compatible with  the  doctrines  of  the  propitiation,  or  the  three  in  one. 
Th^  original  offence  was  not  on  account  of  doctrine.  The  evidence 
that  it  had  its  orisin  in  a  personal  cause,  would,  in  any  other  case 
than  this,  be  conclusive. 

Elias  Hicks  asked  permission  to  go  into  the  women's  apartmoit, 
to  deliver  his  testimony  there.  Was  it  according  to  order  for  any 
one  to  object  ?  Was  there  ever  an  instance  before,  of  a  reputable 
minister,  regularly  travelling,  requesting  permission  to  preach  to  the 
women,  and  the  meeting  adjourning  before  he  returned  ?  Yet  these 
things  were  done.  One  of  the  witnesses  says,  the  Orthodox  gentle- 
man to  whom  I  refer  was  the  first  to  move  in  the  business.  ADOther 
of  the  witnesses  thinks  he  was  one  of  the  first. 

There  is  a  contrariety  on  the  part  of  the  witnesses,  in  relation  to 
one  point.  One  says  the  monthly  meeting  had  done  its  business  be- 
fore the  adjournment  Another  thinks  it  had  not  The  disrespect 
was  the  same  in  either  case.  Elias  Hicks  was  in  the  order  of  die 
meeting,  and  ought  to  have  been  waited  for.  It  is,  to  be  sure,  said 
that  in  the  yearly  meeting,  the  men^s  meeting  had  sometimes  ad- 
journed while  eminent  ministers  were  engaged  in  the  women's  meet- 
ing; but  it  should  be  recollected,  that  in  the  yearly  meeting  the 
men  and  the  women  meet  in  different  buildings.  In  the  monthly 
meeting  they  meet  in  the  same  building,  with  only  shutters  or  fold- 
ing doors  between  the  men's  and  women's  apartment  This  mark 
of  disrespect  to  Elias  Hicks  caused  considerable  feeling;  so  much 
so,  that  it  is  testified  that  Samuel  Bettle  said  the  son  of  the  man  who 
had  caused  this  disrespect,  was,  in  consej[iuence  thereof,  himself 
treated  with  disrespect  at  the  Ohio  yearly  meeting. 

When  the  fact  of  the  manner  in  which  Pine  street  meeting  had 
adjourned  became  known,  it  produced  considerable  agitation.  It 
was  contrary  to  the  mode  in  which  travelling  ministers  were  usually 
treated.  It  put  Friends  on  their  guard,  and  made  theni  suspect  that 
there  was  some  improper  feeling  in  those  who  had  acted  in  this  way. 
It  opened  also  the  eyes  of  those  who  were  out  of  Philadelphia. 

The  learned  counsel  has  asked,  is  it  possible  such  a  trifle  could  af- 
fect the  harmony  of  the  society?  The  answer  is  prompt:  It  was  a 
violation  of  the  order  of  society,  a  breaking  of  the  bond)  of  unity. 
The  learned  counsel  has  been  influenced  in  his  judgment,  by  the 
practices  in  other  religious  denominations,  where  individuals  may 
retire  while  one  is  preaching,  and  not  give  serious  offence.  It  is  not 
so  in  the  Quaker  society.  For  one  to  retire  while  another  is  making 
a  communication,  is  regarded  as  disrespectful,  as  a  breach  of  the  bona 
of  unity;  and  for  the  me^lvu^to  ^d^ouca^  is  without  precedent 


The  matter  was  much  talked  of  at  the  time;  but  at  length  was 
quieted  down,  and  nearly  forgotten. 

In  1822,  two  incidents  of  a  marked  character  occurredi  and  left  to 
(hose  who  wished  to  preserve  the  order  of  the  society,  no  altema- 
nativei  but  to  speak  out  and  defend  the  discipline. 

Elias  Hicks  had  by  this  tiiue  been  assailed  by  note  takers.  But 
their  charges  produced  small  effect  There  was  yet  no  evidence 
gainst  him  before  the  world,  from  letters  fraudulently  kept  back, 
nor  from  the  testimony  of  Comfort  and  Bell,  or,  if  there  was,  it  pro- 
duced only  a  faint  impression.  He  had  obtained  from  his  monthly 
and  quarterly  meetings,  their  consent  that  he  should  go  on  a  reli- 
gious visit  into  the  limits  of  the  Philadelphia  and  Baltimore  yearly 
meetings. 

Before  he  reached  Philadelphia,  an  attempt  was  made  to  interfere 
with  his  progress.  We  are  told  by  Abraham  Liower,  p.  365  of  the 
Ist  vol.  of  Evidence,  tliat  he  was  a  member  of  the  meeting  for  suf- 
ferings, and  that,  as  he  was  going  to  the  meeting,  he  was  requested 
by  Samuel  Bettle,  to  stay  till  after  the  meeting  should  be  dismissed. 
Thia  proves  two  things.  First:  that  Abraham  Lower,  who  has  been 
treated  by  the  opposite  party  as  almost  unworthy  of  confidence,  was 
then  so  high  in  their  esteem,  as  to  be  one  of  the  few  invited  to  stay 
for  this  confidential  purpose.  The  second  thing  it  proves  is,  that  the 
attempt  to  stop  Elias  Hicks,  was  not  according  to  the  order  of  the 
society.  This  delay  after  the  meeting  for  sufferings  was  dismissed, 
was  not  an  ordinary  matter;  and  the  subject  for  which  they  were 
delayed,  was  treated  as  a  private  and  select  affair,  which  the  great 
body  of  the  meeting  knew  nothing  about  If  they  believed  that 
ESias  Hicks  was  spreading  false  doctrines,  why  was  there  the  secrecy 
in  their  proceedings.  After  the  close  of  the  meeting  for  sufferings, 
the  same  individual  that  had  taken  offence  in  1819,  mentioned  that 
Elias  Hicks  was  coming  among  them,  and  that  they  must  stop  him. 
Mark,  it  was  the  same  individual!  But  this  is  the  age  of  coinci- 
dences. 

Elias  Hicks  must  be  stopped.  But  why  stop  him  in  Philadel- 
phia? He  was  in  unity  with  his  own  monthly,  his  own  quarterly, 
and  his  own  yearly  meeting.  At  home  his  character  was  so  weU 
known,  and  he  was  so  well  beloved,  that  the  whole  society  would 
rally  round  to  protect  him.  He  must  be  stopped  elsewhere.  Pine 
street  was  the  fit  place  for  making  the  move. 

But  Elias  Hicks  was  suffered  to  pass  through  Philadelphia.  On 
his  return  from  Baltimore,  he  stopped  at  the  southern  quarter,  at 
Little  Creek.  There  he  delivered  his  testimony.  There  were  pre- 
sent at  this  meeting,  two  men.  Bell  and  Comfort,  who  afterwards' 
appeared  as  witnesses  against  him.  They  appear  to  have  rode  post- 
haste to  Philadelphia;  for,  before  Elias  Hicks  could  reach  the  city, 
they  were  there,  and  had  made  their  statement  to  the  meeting  for 
sufferings.     This,  with  the  testimony  of  J.  Whitall,  was 
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by  the  meetings  as  sufficient  to  justify  their  dealing  with  Siias 
Hicks. 

But  was  that  true,  which  Bell  and  Comfort  had  said?  It  waaioL 
I  do  not  mean  to  say  it  was  intentionally  false.  In  how  many  dit 
ferent  ways  may  a  man  who  preaches  in  this  way,  be  misunderstoed? 
I  say  the  statement  of  Bell  and  Comfort  was  not  true,  beeause  three 
others  who  were  present  contradicted  them.  Subsequent  to  thi% 
Iwenty-three  members  of  the  southern  quarter,  explained  the  eim 
of  Bell  and  Comfort. 

This  statement  was  in  possession  of  the  elders.  Was  not  thb 
enoagh  to  arrest  them  in  their  career?  It  was  not;  and  I  mention 
this  to  show  that  false  doctrine  was  not  the  matter  of  dissatisfaction. 
In  addition  to  the  three  who  originally  appeared,  not  lese  than 
twenty-three  denied  the  statement  of  Bell  and  Comfort,  in  relation 
to  the  doctrines  preached  at  the  southern  quarter. 

While  this  was  the  state  of  things,  Elias  Hicks  came  back  to  the 
eity  of  Philadelphia.  Where  did  the  elders  get  authority  to  stop  hioEi  ? 
The  only  ground  I  can  gather  from  the  opposite  council,  is,  that  they 
have  a  general  supervision  of  ministers.  Admitting  this,  have  they 
a  right  to  go  into  another  yearly  m'eeting,  another  quarterly  meeting} 
or  another  monthly  meeting  for  that  purpose  ?  The  discipline  com- 
pels them  to  remain  at  homeland  deal  with  their  own  members only« 

If  the  elders  had  any  power  over  ministers  from  a  distance,  it  wai 
simply  a  power  of  giving  information  against  them,  to  their  own 
monthly  meeting.     (Discipline,  page  63.) 

The  elder  is  an  officer  on  the  part  of  the  monthly  meeting.  He  if 
appointed  by  the  monthly  meeting.  He  is  responsible  to  the  monthly 
meeting.  His  authority  does  not  extend  beyond  his  own  monthly 
meeting.  If  he  acts  on  ministers,  it  must  be  in  his  own  meeting.  If 
a  travelling  minister  utter  false  doctrine,  an  elder  may  converse  with 
him  ;  but  cannot  call  together  elders  from  different  meetings  to  deal 
with  him.  This  coiuncil  of  ten — an  unfortunate  number,  when  we 
recollect  certain  events  in  history — this  council  of  ten  had  no  more 
right,  than  a  single  elder,  to  treat  with  a  travelling  minister.  •  It  was 
a  gross  usurpation  of  power.  What  objection  did  Elias  Hicks  make  ? 
He  replied,  in  substance,  you  rely  on  the  testimony  of  Bell,  and  Com- 
fort, and  of  J.  Whitall.  Joseph  Whitall  is  not  precisely  correct  in 
his  statement ;  and  Bell  and  Comfort  should  offer  an  apolofz;y  for  their 
breach  of  gospel  order,  before  I  reply  to  them.  If  dissatisfied  with 
what  I  said,  they  should  first  have  had  a  private  interview  with  me 

Was  not  this  principle  of  Elias  Hicks  a  correct  one  ?  Let  us  look 
into  the  Discipline.  What  is  there  said  of  carrying  slanders  ?  On 
page  29,  we  read,  "  Friends  are  every  where  exhorted  to  maintaia  a 
strict  watch  over  themselves  and  each  other,  against  the  subtle  and 
mischievous  spirit  of  tale  bearing  and  detraction,  the  manifest  ten- 
dency of  which  is  to  lay  waste  the  unity  of  the  body,  by  sowing  the 
seeds  of  disesteem,  strife,  and  discord,  among  brethren  .and  neigh- 
bours, as  vvcll  as  to  un&l  l\\o^  vtVvo  ^vVVv^c  \1r09agBte  or  listen  to  e?il 
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E^ipoFt8>  for  beiD|  of  that  service  to  the  persons  reflected  upooi  which 
Jiey  might  be,  if  the  order  prescribed  by  our  blessed  Lord  to  hif 
shurehf  was  strictly  observed,  viz.  <If  thy  brother  shall  trespass 
ag»io8t  thee,  go  and  tell  hin\  his  fault  between  thee  and  him  alone  ; 
if  be  shall  hear  thee,  thou  hast  gained  thy  brother.  But  if  he  will 
not  bear  thee,  then  take  with  thee  one  or  two  more,  that  in  the  mouth 
3f  two  other  witnesses  every  word  may  be  established.  And  if  he 
■h«Il  neglect  to  hear  them,  tell  it  unto  the  church  ;  but  if  he  neglect 
to  bear  the  church,^let  him  be  unto  thee  as  a  heathen  man  and  a  pub* 
Uean.' 

**  It  is  therefore  advised  that  in  whomsoever  this  weakness  appears^ 
it  may  be  immediately  checked,  and  if  any  one  gives  way.  to  it  to  the 
obvious  injury  of  another^s  reputation  or  interest,  let  him  or  her  be 
bithfully  admonished  ;  and  if  they  persist,  and  cannot,  be  prevailed 
with  to  give  due  satisfaction,  the  preparative  or  monthly  meeting 
■bould  be  informed  of  it,  and  deal  further  with  them  ;  when,  if  this 
produce  not  the  desired  effect,  they  should  be  testified  against. 

^  And,  if  any  member  who  offends  in  this  respect,  shelters  him  or 
herself  under  a  pretence,  that  they  say  no  more  than  they  have  heard 
from  others,  but  will  not  discover  who  they  are,  such  reporters  or 
tale  bearers  should  in  like  manner  be  dealt  with  and  testified  against, 
a»  being  themselves  the  authors." 

This  is  Gospel  order ;  and  if  all  religious  societies  followed  tbii 
order,  what  a  changed  world  we  should  have ! 

Do  you  not  perceive,  that  Bell  and  Comfort  have  violated  the  dis- 
cipline ?  Elias  Hicks  required  that  they  should  make  satisfaction. 
Was  he,  as  the  learned  counsel  has  said,  afraid  to  show  his  opinion? 
He  was  not  But  he  might  well  have  turned  his  back  on  these  pr^ 
sumptuous  elders,  and  have  told  them,  I  know  nothing  about  your  au- 
thority. These  Friends  have  said  I  have  preached  false  doctrine* 
Here  are  others  who  can  refute  the  charge.  Elias  Hicks,  did,  how- 
ever^  consent  to  meet  a  committee  in  Green  street  meeting  house. 
After  they  met,  they  refused  to  embrace  the  opportunity,  because  his 
witnesses  and  friends  were  present  These  were  the  men  who  had 
beard  what  he  had  preached,  and  if  others  wished  to  be  standing  by, 
what  principle  required  their  absence  ?  But  the  elders  objected.  As 
they  wanted  to  deal  with  Elias  Hicks  on  their  usurped  authority, 
they  wanted  none  but  his  friend  from  New  York  to  accompany  him. 
It  was  not  so  formerly.  Even  George  Keith  had  his  friends  present ; 
and  by  the  wish  of  those  who  dealt  with  them.  (See  Jenning's  state- 
ment) The  elders  then  wrote  the  letter,  which  has  been  before  re- 
ferred to,  and  if  it  were  not  for  exhausting  your  patience,  I  should 
like  to  read  it  again.  Elias  Hicks  was  going  home.  If  they  had  aught 
wherewith  to  accuse  him,  why  did  they  not  send  charges  to  his 
Biootbly  meeting  ?  In  their  presence  he  had  never  uttered  false  senti- 
ments ;  but  they  were  the  centre  to  which  all  his  slanderers  turned 
for  support — the  lion's  mouth  which  received  all  charges  against 
him. 
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Elias  Hicks  denied  their  authority.  If  he  had  acted  wrong  mriit 
not  his  own  meeting  to  have  been  informed  of  it ;  and  by  whom  mil 
by  those  who  had  heard  him  preach  false  doctrine  ?  It  was  thet  tbe 
place  of  the  southern  quarter,  if  it  w:as  the  place  of  any,  to  eiye  illiB^ 
mation  against  him.  The  accusation  by  the  elders  was  caleokted  to 
rouse  the  feelings  of  the  society.  It  renewed  the  feelings  of  1819. 
It  strengthened  the  feelings  which  led  to  the  rupture  in  1827. 

Another  act  of  usurpation  was  committed  by  the  same  mm)|  in  r^ 
lation  to  the  controversy  between  Paul  and  Amicus.  Paul  was  in 
Orthodox  writer,  and  assailed  the  society  of  Friends  ;  Amicus  repiid 
to  him.  There  is  not  one  particle  of  pr^f,  that  Amicus  had  uttered 
doctrines  contrary  to  the  principles  of  Friends.  They  tell  }rou  about 
the  Berean,  the  Delaware  Gazette,  and  the  Celestial  M agn^  and 
what  they  contained.  Yet,  because  Amicus  wrote,  although  there 
is  no  evidence  that  he  erred,  the  creed  was  proposed,  as  is  now  pre- 
tended, to  protect  the  religious  character  of  the  society.  It  issaid  fay 
some,  that  Amicus  wrote  errors.  Samuel  Bettle  said  so ;  but  the  er- 
rors are  not  shown  ;  and  on  another  occasion,  Samuel  Bettle  spoke  in 
different  terms  of  the  writings  of  Amicus. 

When  before  I  would  ask,  when  there  was  a  controversy  between 
two  men  in  a  newspaper,  did  the  society  come  out  to  contradict  one 
of  them  ?  It  has  been  said  that  other  cases  of  the  kind  haveoceumd; 
but  the  instances  of  the  corrections  given  of  the  false  statements  re* 
specting  the  society  in  Mosheim^s  Ecclesiastical  History,  and  Bees' 
Cyclopoedia,  are  not  parallel.  These  are  standard  works,  and  errors 
ill  relation  to  the  society  left  uncorrected  in  their  pages,  might  bave 
had  an  injurious  tendency. 

•  Amicus,  hearing  that  some  Friends  were  dissatisfied  with  his  writ- 
ings, of  his  own  accord  declared  that  he  was  not  speaking  for  the 
society,  but  for  himself.  This  rendered  it  unnecessary  for  the  society 
publicly  to  contradict  him. 

It  cannot  well  be  believed  that  the  leading  motive  in  putting  foHk 
this  creed,  wa?  to  contradict  an  anonymous  newspaper  writer.  Tbe 
object  was  deeper.  It  was  to  have  something  by  which  the  eldeiv 
might  reach  those  who  could  not  be  reached  in  another  way ;  some- 
thing by  which  Elias  Hicks,  and  others  with  whom  they  were  dis- 
satisfied, might  be  made  to  bow  before  them. 

The  court  adjourned. 


Tuesday  f  naming. 
Mr.  Southard  resumed : 

I  was  labouring  to  gather  up  the  facts  which  preceded  the  yearly 
meeting  of  Philadelphia,  in  1827,  in  order  to  show  the  precise  state 
in  which  that  assemblage  convened,  and  its  relative  position  to  other 
meetings^  and  in  doing  this,  I  did  not  mean  merely  the  Arch  street 


g,  but  the  real  yearly  meetingi  whenaoevei^  and  wheresoever 
•led.  A  yearly  meeting  does  not  consist  of  time  and  place.  It 
not  be  dissolved  if  the  Arch  street  house  were  refused  or  de- 
1 ;  or  the  members  were  compelled  to  meet  in  June  oi^  July, 

of  the  appointed  time.  Such  facts  do  not  destroy  a  body  even 
mcea  where  it  meets,  under  legal  and  constitutional  provisions, 
^idenced  by  many  instances  in  the  history  of  our  country,  and 
3rs.  The  bond — the  essence  of  the  meeting — the  meeting- 
Yas  the  presiding  spirit  of  unity;  and  whenever'and  wherever 
peared  and  prevailed,  there  was  the  meeting ;  where  it  was 
g,  no  meeting  could,  by  possibility,  exist  This  was  one  great 
evailing  error  of  the  chief  justice,  and  of  the  counsel.  They 
*eated  it  as  an  ordinary  corporation  or  religious  society;  and 
I  they  fell  necessarily  into  error.  They  did  not  reason  respect- 
existing  body  and  its  rights — but  created  a  body — ^formed  a 

never  before  known,  and  then  applied  their  principles  to  it. 
srred  also  in  going  at  once  to  the  Arch  street  meeting  of  1827, 
it  inquiring,  what  was  the  condition  of  the  society,  the  state  of 
id,  when  the  members  assembled. 

ve  remarked  the  state  of  Friends  at  that  period  and  for  some 
^receding,  as  they  had  come  out  of  a  long  course  of  peace  and 
unaffected  by  persecution,  and  grown  rich  and  prosperous;  dis- 
to  ease,  and  to  the  acquisition  of  influence  in  the  members  who 
en  most  prosperous  in  worldly  concerns, 
ve  also  attempted  to  illustrate  the  occurrences  of  1819,  when 
iicks  came  on  a  religious  visit  to  New  Jersey  and  Pennsyl- 
with  the  concurrence  of  his  monthly  and  quarterly  meetines. 
s  then  in  full  unity;  unsuspected  and  unhated,  as  far  as  tnc^ 
ce  informs  us.  He  preached  respecting  the  produce  of  slave 
One  individual  felt  the  sore  application  of  his  testimony, 
lam  Lower's  testimony,)  and  it  is  a  truth,  thdt  in  all  subsequent 
that  individual  is  found  in  the  van  of  every  unfriendly  move- 

This,  and  this  only,  was  the  origin  of  our  most  disastrous 
versy.  At  this  time  also,  Elias  liicks  desired  to  deliver  his 
ony  in  the  women's  meeting,  and  showed  as  has  been  alleged, 
^eediness  for  public  speaking  ;"  a  most  harsh  and  uncharita- 
rase,  as  applied  to  a  minister  of  the  gospel  of  redemption  for 
man — a  minister,  influenced  by  motives  as  pure,  and  sincerity 
p,  as  ever  stimulated  to  pursuit  of  duty,  through  evil  and  through 
■eport  While  in  the  women's  meeting,  an  elder,  the  same 
ad  ^  had  a  painful  time  of  it,"  whilst  Elias  Hicks  was  speak- 

the  men,  proposed  and  carried  an  adjournment  of  the  meeting; 
Mspect  which,  with  their  peculiar  opiniops  and  feelings,  was  fi^t 
;hout  the  whole  limits  of  the  society,  as  contrary  to  discipline 
wotherly  love,  and  produced  painful  effects.  These  facts  are 
material  as  explanatory  of  the  origin  of  difficulties,  and  this 
iality  is  felt,  when  the  abortive  effort  is  made  by  the  Willis  let- 
nd  other  means,  to  carry  back  the  objectiona  to  E\>a&  ^v^ia 


beyond  this  p^o<f.  Thoee  letters  were  ubkoei^ta;  Eliai  Hieki 
then  a  respected,  an  admired  preacher.  I  refer  on  these  matters  to  tl» 
testimony  of  Samuel  Betde,  Abraham  Lower,  J.  Evans,  Halli^ 
day  Jackson,  Cockburn's  Review,  and  Exhibits  at  the  end  of  the 
volume. 

In  pupsuing  this  discussion,  it  will  be  necessary,  as  it  has  heretofim 
been,  however  unpleasant,  to  speak  plainly  and  freely  of  the  tcti  of 
certain  individuals,  who  we  believe,  have  acted  most  incorrectly,  tod 
misled  others  who  adhere  to  the  Arch  street  meeting.  For  theiii,« 
men,  I  have  no  feeling  but  that  of  respect;  and  I  must  add  for  07 
clients,  that  their  feelings  are  unchanged  in  regard  to  the  great  DIM 
of  their  opponents.  They  have  enjoyed  together  years  of  happy  and 
profitable  converse,  on  matters  most  precious,  because  connected  with 
their  temporal  peace  and  eternal  destinations ;  and  they  have  no  de- 
sire that  they  should  be  unnecessarily  wounded  or  distressed. 

But  I  hasten  to  the  period  of  1822.  At  that  period  the  toili  hid 
been  prepared  for  him,  and- the  accusers  were  stealthily  waiting  hii 
approach.  Slander  and  defamation  had  preceded  him  to  Phihdel- 
phia,  and  previous  to  a  meeting  for  sufferings,  a  sekct  number  wis 
requesiedy  privately 9  to  wait  after  the  adjournment,  to  consider  some 
matters  of  importance.  Why  a  select  number  ?  Why  9l private  iDvi- 
tation  ?  The  nature  of  the  object  in  view  explains  the  appropriite 
answer  to  these  questions.  It  is  now  common  for  the  Orthodox  and 
their  counsel,  to  abuse  Abraham  Lower,  and  call  his  evidence  io 
question  because,  they  allege,  (yet  without  proof,)  that  he  entertaios 
the  heretical  opinions  of  Elias  Hicks;  but  he  was  then  one  of  the 
sekct ;  he  was  invited  to  remain.  When  did  he  cease  to  be  confi- 
dential ?  when  did  he  become  a  <<Hicksite"  in  doctrine?  and  in 
action  ?  His  testimony  comes  to  us  under  the  best  auspices  for  our 
confidence.  In  that  secret  meeting,  the  Friend  who  had  had  a  pain- 
ful time  with  Ellas'  testimony  in  1819,  informed  the  select,  that  he 
was  coming,  and  that  he  must  be  stopped  there,  because,  I  presume^ 
there  were  not  faithful  ones  enough  in  his  own  yearly  meeting  to 
arrest  him.  This,  secret  conclave  was  utterly  opposed  to  the  whole 
spirit  of  Quakerism,  and  this  volunteering  their  infallible  judgment, 
and  efficient  services  in  stopping  the  alleged  heretic,  was  an  uojuiti- 
fiable  assumption  of  judgment  over  the  Jericho  monthly  meeUngiaod 
the  Westbury  quarterly  meeting,  to  which  he  belonged;  a  prostra- 
tion of  all  discipline  and  unity.  It  was  objected  at  the  time,  that  the 
accusations  against  him  were  not  well  founded;  at  least  that  there 
was  no  evidence  on  which  they  could  act;  but  it  was  answered  that 
all  this  was  then  known,  that  there  was  one  present,  who  had  heard 
him  utter  his  heresies.  This  one,  I  believe,  was  Joseph  Whitall, 
whose  testimony  has  been  discussed.  It  was  also  denied  that  that 
body,  or  the  elders  in  Philadelphia,  had  any  authority  to  act  in  such 
a  case.  Had  they  such  authority  ?  whence  was  it  derived  ?  I  ha?e 
called  the  attention  of  the  court  to  a  minute  examination  of  the  crea- 
tion, powers,  and  duUea  o(  Ihva  daas  of  officers,  and  feel  confident  in 
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the  assertion  that  this  attempt,  and  all  the  consequences  resulting  from 
ity  were  a  gross  usurpation  of  power  in  these  men,  calculated  to 
wound  the  whole  body,  to  prostrate  all  discipline,  to  create  uneasiness 
and  distress  in  every  one  who  regarded  the  spirit  of  peace  and  unity. 
If  they  possessed  this  authority,  why  has  it  not  been  shown  ?  Is  it 
a  sufficient  answer  to  say,  that  they  were  alarmed  at  the  introduction 
of  false  doctrines  ?  who  constituted  them  judges  of  the  faith  of  others 
not  within  their  own  meetings  ?  He  had  his  regular  certificates,  and 
he  had  done  nothing  since  he  received  them.  His  own  meeting 
alone  had  control  in  the  matter,  and  they  perfectly  well  knew  ft  It 
was  a  most  dangerous  and  alarming  act  If  a  few  elders  or  ministers, 
in  a  particular  place,  may  secretly  combine  for  the  destruction  of  an 
individual,  or  as  judges  of  faith  and  doctrines,  Penn  and  Fox  have 
lived  in  vain.  If  such  conduct  does  not  arouse  resistance,  a  tyranny 
over  conscience  may  be  established,  not  less  complete  than  any  which 
the  world  has  ever  seen.  If  the  discipline  may  be  thus  scorned^ 
unity  has  for  ever  fled.  The  support  of  such  acts,  dissolves  at  once 
the  meetings  which  exist  in  that  society. 

But  these  men,  misled  by  personal  feeling,  and  perhaps  most 
honest  in  their  views,  were  not  to  be  delayed.  A  committee  was 
appomted^  and  the  results  are  felt  to  this  day,  and  will  be  felt  while 
Quakerism  exists. 

They  did  not  succeed  in  dealing  with  him,  on  his  way  to  Batti* 
more,  but  he  returned  from  that  place  in  December  1822,  when 
the  committee  waited  upon  him,  and  founded  their  proceedings  on 
what  occurred  in  the  yearly  meeting  of  New  For Ar,  and  on  what  had 
occurred  in  the  southern  quarter.  Whitall  was  their  witness  on  one 
point.  Comfort  and  Bell,  on  the  other.  The  grossness  of  their  con- 
duct could  not  be  more  glaringly  exhibited,  than  by  these  facts.  His 
alleged  error  in  New  York  had  been  committed  a  long  time  previous, 
out  of  their  jurisdiction,  beyond  their  yearly  meeting,  where  they 
had  no  authority.  His  preaching  at  the  southern  quarter  (misrepre* 
aented  by  Comfort  and  Bell,)  was  on  his  return  from  Baltimore^ 
and  some  time  qfter  their  select  meeting,  and  the  appointment  of  the 
committee.  They  first  decide,  in  secret  session,  that  he  must  be 
stopped,  and  when  they  attempt  it,  rest  their  act  in  part  and  prin- 
cipally, upon  facts  occurring  after  their  decision.  Shall  we  call  this 
candid,  or  fair,  or  sincere  ?  Shall  we  blame  those  who  saw  in  such 
conduct  cause  to  question  their  regard  for  unity  and  the  discipline  ? 
Elias  Hicks  refused  to  hear  them  in  their  capacity  as  a  committee. 
He  had  regard  for  the  discipline  and  unity  of  the  society,  and  was 
not  willing  that  they  should  be  prostrated  in  his  person,  or  that  a 
combination  like  this,  should  usurp  unwonted  authority  by  his  ne- 
clect  He  was,  however,  willing  to  converse  with  them  as  Friends; 
be  did  converse  with  them,  and  they  seemed  to  be  satisfied.  But  it 
was  afterwards  urged,  that  he  ought  to  meet  his  accusers,  as  they  were 
then  there.  This  he  declined;  he  was  not  easy  to  meet  them,  after 
their  violations  of  discipline,  which  were  unatooed  (ot.   ^^u^V^vwAr 
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pline,  under  the  head  of  defamation  and  detraction.)  J.Whitall  ouriit 
to  have  told  his  complaint  to  the  monthly  meeting  of  which  Elias 
was  a  member.  Comfort  and  Bell  ought  to  have  mentioned  tbeir 
concern  privately  to  him,  before  they  published  it  to  the  world,  tod 
made  it  food  for  the  hatred  of  enemies.  The  elders  ought  not  to  have 
listened  to  evil  reports,  but  have  repressed  them. 

Two  short  days  after  this,  one  of  the  same  men  who  had  conversed 
with  him,  and  seemed  to  be  satisfied,  called  upon  him  and  wished 
him  to  meet  his  accusers,  which  he  was  willing  to  do,  if  they  would 
make  satisfaction. 

A  general  meeting  of  the  elders  then  took  place;  a  meeting  uniih 
thorized,  unknown  to  the  discipline — so  unauthorized  and  unknowD, 
that  no  attempt  is  now  made  to  justify  it  by  the  discipline;  but  the 
end  must  sanctify  the  means.  They  did  not  confine  themselves  to 
-  their  own  monthly  meeting;  they  did  not  leave  the  minister  to  be 
treated  with  by  his  own  meeting;  they  did  not  give  private  adviee 
and  admonition;  they  dealt  with  him  ojficially. 

They  sent  for  him  to  meet  them  at  Mulberry  street  at  a  given 
hour;  and  he  must  have  been  recreant  to  all  his  faitli  and  principles^ 
if  he  had  not  declined. 

Subsequently,  two  Friends  from  the  southern  quarter,  who  hetrd 
his  testimony  there,  being  in  the  city,  it  was  believed  that  a  meeting 
might  be  had,  which  might  give  satisfaction,  and  yet  be  no  admission 
of  the  right  of  these  elders,  or  justification  of  their  irregular  pro- 
ceedings, and  3  o'clock  of  12th  December,  at  Green  street,  was  ap- 
pointed for  the  purpose.  At  this  meeting  these  Friends  and  otbos 
attended.  The  elders  refused  to  proceed,  and  why?  Was  it  to  be  a 
private  opportunity  with  Elias,  lo  explain  their  concern  to  him? 
Then  why  the  formal,  and  public,  and  official  movement?  If  it  was 
to  be  a  trial  of  him,  then  why  should  not  his  witnesses  and  bis 
friends  be  present?  Even  with  George  Keith  this  was  permitted  and 
.requested.  (See  Jennings' statement,  and  other  documents.)  Was 
no  one  to  hear  but  his  infallible  judges?  must  they  be  alone,  and  be 
rely  on  their  faithfulness  to  report  truly  and  adjudge  justly?  Tlieir 
refusal  to  proceed,  evidences  their  motives;  condemnation,  not  satis- 
faction, was  their  object  They  had  been  warned  that  it  would  not 
do  to  reason  with  Elias.  He  was  a  dangerous  man  at  such  an  en- 
counter. Having  assumed  authority  out  of  the  discipline,  they  inust 
execute  their  purposes  cautiously,  and  with  as  few  ^vitnesses  of  their 
deeds  as  possible.  But  was  the  accusation  in  respect  to  the  southern 
quarter  just?  Joseph  Turner,  a  minister;  Robert  Moore,  an  elder, 
and  Joseph  G.  Rowland,  an  intelligent,  and  I  believe  educated  man, 
certified,  that  what  Elias  Hicks  there  preached,  was  in  conformity 
with  the  principles  of  Fox  and  other  worthy  Friends  of  his  time. 
And  twenty-three  others,  on  the  26th  February,  denied  the  truth  of 
the  accusation,  and  explained  thd  principles  and  opinions  which  he 
proclaimed.  On  whom  are  we  to  rely  ?  on  these^  or  the  violators 
of  diflcipline?  Theae  eVdexsluieN  ^V^V^xScia:^  ^^rare  ^reaaiDg  this  pro- 
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aecution,  upon  facts  after  the  prosecution  commencedi  that  they  had 
been  denied  and  disproved.  But  their  object  must  be  accomplished^ 
if  the  society  should  be  scattered  thereby. 

Thus  far  there  was  an  appearance,  as  if  Elias  Hicks  and  his  doc- 
trines were  the  sole  objects  of  pursuit  and  condemnation;  but  other 
purposes  appeared;  other  violations  of  discipline  followed  close  on 
the  lieels  of  these. 

Thwarted,  but  not  discomfited,  the  council  of  ten,  an  ominous 
name,  addressed  him  the  letter  which  appears  in  the  exhibits.  It 
then  assumed  a  defined  form;  the  appeal  was  made  to  the  society  at 
large.  On  this  letter  further  comment  is  needless.  It  is  liable  to 
the  same  objections  as  their  other  conduct.  They  continued  busy  in 
spreading  dissatisfaction;  detected  and  foiled  in  an  illegal  effort,  they 
Bought  by  every  means  to  depreciate  the  object  of  their  hatred,  and 
sustain  their  own  errors.  Others  were  charged  with  bolnz  followers 
^fa  man — every  individual  and  meeting  which  did  not  follow  their 
lead  was  opposed  ;  and  meetings  of  worship  often  became  scenes  of 
disorder  and  confusion.  But  who  produced  them?  Is  there  an  in- 
itance  proved,  of  interruption  or  disorder  by  any  of  those  who  were 
opposed  to  this  ruling  party?  An  instance  may  be  referred  to  in  the 
case  of  Priscilla  Hunt,  who  reached  Philadelphia  about  15th  Febru- 
iry,  1823.  Rumour  had  preceded  her  on  her  journey  from  the  West 
She  preached  in  Pine  street.  After  she  had  closed,  a  minister  rose 
ind  opposed  her  testimony,  and  declared  <^  that  she  did  not  preach 
the  doctrines  of  our  religious  society."  This  was  unusual  and  dis- 
Mxleriy,  and  occasioned  great  uneasiness.  And  was  the  allegation 
true, that  she  preached  other  doctrines  than  those  of  Friends?  where 
18  the  evidence  that  she  did  ?  Even  if  it  were  true,  there  is  no  apo- 
logy in  this  society  for  the  act  (See  Discipline.)  But  there  is  here, 
>r  elsewhere,  so  far  as  we  know,  no  proof  against  her.  Are  we  al- 
ways to  regard  these  gentlemen  as  infallible,  and  when  one  of  them 
^eaks,  must  we  take  Uiat  fact  as  incontrovertible  evidence,  sufficient 
o  condemn  any  and  every  one?  Who  was  Priscilla  Hunt?  Long  an 
lecepted  minister  among  Friends.  She  travelled  on  that  occasion, 
hrough  all  this  portion  of  our  Union,  and  delivered  her  testimony 
n  almost  every  meetingof  Friends.  Yet  there,  and  there  only  was 
Ilia  disorder  created.  Pine  street  is  the  central  point  where  Ortho- 
loxy  is  perfectly  infallible ;  and  its  members,  it  would  seem,  are 
done  to  be  justified  in  all  their  breaches  of  order. 

On  the  19th  December,  1822,  Elias  Hicks  having  closed  his  visits 
n  Green  street,  the  monthly  meeting  declared  that  he  had  attended 
heir  meetings,  and  nearly  accomplished  his  visit  to  the  families, 
preatly  to  their  satisfaction,  and  the  clerk  was  directed  to  endorse 
he  substance  of  the  minute  on  his  certificate.  This  has  been  alleged 
18  proof  of  unity  in  the  members  of  that  meeting  with  his  false  doc- 
rines.  But  it  was  no  more  than  the  common  and  uniform  minute 
nade  on  such  occasions,  and  which  could  have  been  refused  only  on 
he  ground  that  he  acted  improperly  while  amongst  them.     Bul^C 
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this  there  is  no  proof.  No  witness  ventures  to  assert  that  he  utta«d 
false  doctrines  there,  or  did  one  act  out  of  the  unity,  or  unworthy  of 
his  character  as  a  minister  of  the  gospel.  Must  we  again  infer  tod 
presume  guilt,  not  for  his  condemnation  only,  but  for  the  condem- 
nation of  all  who  belonged  to  that  meeting?  This  would  be  gross  in- 
justice. When  this  minute  was  made,  Leonard  Snowdon,  one  of 
the  elders  was  present,  and  united,  and  declared,  ^^he  believed  it 
would  do,^^  Yet  on  the  same  day,  he  united  with  the  nine  other 
elders,  and  sent  the  letter  declaring  his  disunity  with  Elias  Hieb 
and  his  doctrines.  I  would  treat  Leonard  Snowdon  as  his  frieads 
treated  him,  with  tenderness  and  with  tears.  But  was  this  conduct 
right?  Can  it  be  justified?  Did  it  become  an  elder?  Is  any  apologf 
to  be  found  for  this  violation  of  the  discipline  and  of  his  duties,  in 
the  fact  which  has  been  urged  in  argument,  as  a  palliation  or  defence, 
that  he  was  acting  in  relation  to  Elias  Hicks?  Did  that  absolve  him 
from  the  claims  A  candour,  consistency,  and  the  spirit  of  the  disci- 
pline, and  of  the  society?  I  can  perceive  neither  justification  nor 
apology  for  the  act.  As  an  elder,  he  was  bound  to  be  in  unity  with 
his  meeting.  (See  Discipline.)  He  ought  to  have  been  instantly  ^^ 
leased  from  his  office  and  trust  But  they  dealt  tenderly  with  him; 
waited  for  him;  sought  to  induce  him  to  say  even  so  much  as  that 
he  was  sorry  for  his  inconsistency  and  disunity;  wept  over  him;  but 
he  was  not  to  be  moved.  There  was  no  alternative.  The  discipline 
forbade  his  continuance,  and  he  was  released. 

Attention  to  these  facts  is  important,  because  this  case  was  a  prin- 
cipal cause  of  the  difficulties  between  Green  street  and  the  quarterly 
and  yearly  meetings,  and  finally  caused  it  to  be  laid  down.  I  express 
myself  incorrectly — it  was  not,  it  could  not  be  laid  down,  without 
its  own  consent — but  these  facts  were  in  part  the  apology  for  the 
gross  assumption  of  power  whereby  that  monthly  meeting  was  said 
to  be  laid  down — the  pretext  for  an  act  of  usurpation.  4 

Leonard  Snowdon  appealed  to  the  meeting  of  ministers  and  elders. 
But  for  what  did  he  appeal  ?  of  what  right  had  he  been  deprived? 
and  .what  right  had  the  ppwer  appealed  to,  to  review  the  proceed- 
ing ?  None,  absolutely  none,  if  there  be  any  rules  in  this  society. 
This  elder  had  no  right  to  the  office  of  elder,  the  deprivation  of 
which  could  be  cause  of  complaint  on  his  part  No  man  is  appointed 
to  that  office  as  matter  of  favour  to  him,  or  for  his  own  profit  or  be- 
nefit It  is  a  burden  imposed  on  a  member  for  the  good  ordering  of 
the  society  ;  and  from  which  he  may  be  released  at  any  moment, 
whenever  his  meeting  shall  believe  it  proper.  The  very  fact  that 
this  elder  considered  his  releasement  a  cause  of  complaint,  and  was 
stimulated  by  his  associates  to  pursue  it,  is  ample  proof  that  he  and 
they  had  ceased  to  regard  the  offices  of  the  society  as  created  and 
existing  for  the  benefit  of  the  whole  and  not  of  the  individual ;  that 
they  had  been  too  long  in  power  and  influence,  and  were  disposed 
to  hold  on  to  that  power  for  personal  purposes ;  that  they  had  pe^ 
verted  the  very  (uudame\\\2i\  i^tvw^v^lea  of  their  whole  iostitu^on. 
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Such  a  complaint  never  could  have  been  made  in  the  days  of  early    * 
Friends.     Such  instances  of  release  must  often  have  occurred,  and  I 
have  not  learned,  by  any  evidence  in  this  cause  or  from  any  other 
sourcei  that  such  a  complaint  was  ever  before  made. 

This  complaint  was  brought  to  the  quarterly,  and  there  occasioned 
repeated  and  painful  difficulties.  I  refer  the  court  to  the  statement 
made  by  the  Green  street  meeting.  Exhibit,  page  483.  Here  it  was 
met  by  these  same  elders  in  the  very  theatre  of  their  usurped  autho- 
rity ;  and  they  acted  as  might  well  be  anticipated.  Its  history  is  full 
of  evidence.  Thence  it  was  carried  to  the  yearly  meeting,  and  was 
one  of  those  subjects  on  which  that  meeting  could  not  act — was  not 
in  fit  state  to  act. 

I  beg  to  dwell  more  particularly  on  this  case,  and  distinctly  nar- 
rate the  particulars,  as  I  do  sincerely  believe,  that  the  distressing  dis- 
sensions in  the  society  have  grown  out  of  it,  as  much,  if  not  more, 
than  from  any  other  cause  ;  and  it  furnishes  a  fair  example  of  other 
eases ;  ex  uno  disce  omnes.  I  draw  my  facts  from  the  statement  of 
the  monthly  meeting,  and  from  the  evidence  of  those  witnesses  who 
speak  in  relation  to  it  The  combination  of  the  elders  here  exhibits 
itself  in  glaring  colours. 

When  the  Green  street  monthly  meeting  was  established,  the  dis- 
cipline of  the  yearly  meeting  of  Philadelphia  was  admitted  as  the 
rule  to  regulate  both  the  quarterly  and  the  monthly  meetings.  In 
this  book  of  discipline  is  the  following  clause  in  relation  to  those  who 
may  be  concerned  to  visit,  as  ministers,  the  different  meetings  of 
Friends  out  of  the  limits  of  the  yearly  meeting :  <<  Agreed  that  when 
any  friend  is  religiously  concerned  to  visit  the  meetings  of  Friends 
beyond  the  limits  of  this  yearly  meeting,  and  has  obtained  a  certifi- 
cate for  that  purpose  from  the  monthly  meeting  of  which  he  or  she  is 
a  member,  that  the  concern  be  also  laid  before  the  respective  quar- 
terly meeting  for  its  concurrence  and  endorsement."  p.  66. 

With  such  a  certificate,  and  so  endorsed,  Elias  Hicks,  the  minis- 
ter in  question,  applied,  in  the  twelfth  month,  1822,  to  visit  the 
families  of  that  meeting,  which  service  being  nearly  completed,  he 
attended  the  monthly  meeting,  and  on  presenting  his  certificate,  the 
endorsement  expressive  of  the  unity  of  that  meeting,  with  his  gos- 
pel labours  among  them,  was,  without  a  dissenting  voice,  directed  to 
DC  made  on  it.  After  which,  Leonard  Snowdon,  the  elder  of  the 
meeting,  in  his  official  capacity,  in  conjunction  with  the  other  elders 
of  the  other  city  meetings,  (who,  as  we  have  seen,  composed  a  self- 
constituted  meeting  of  elders,  concerting  measures  out  of  the  order 
of  the  society)  signed  the  paper  which  impeached  the  gospel  minis- 
try of  the  minister,  and  thereby  counteracted  and  arraigned  the 
judgment  come  to  by  this  meeting ;  although  he  was  present  when 
the  endorsement  was  made,  and  concurred  with  it,  for  he  observed 
when  a  proposition  was  made  to  alter  it,  that  he  <<  thought  it  would 
do.'' 

It  was  in  consequence  of  this  and  other  acta  oC  o^i^%\\x^\i\s^  \^ 


monthly  meeting,  that  he  was  taken  under  care  of  the  meetiaf; 
through  the  medium  of  its  overseers.  After  which  he,  in  conDexion 
with  several  others,  who  were  direct  parties  in  the  question  at  isue, 
(and  members  of  the  preparative  meeting  of  ministers  and  elders) 
requested  assistance  of  the  quarterly  meeting  of  ministers  and 
elders,  but  in  so  doing,  they  stated  an  abstract,  unspecified  case,  alto- 
gether unusual  and  irregular.  The  request  was  acceded  to  most  im- 
properly, and  in  November,  1823,  a  committee  was  appointed  by 
them,  to  attend  to  this  subject.  This  committee  was  continued  Id 
service  more  than  a  3'ear.  Within  that  interval,  repeated  and  unt- 
vailing  efforts  to  effect  a  reconciliation  with  this  elder,  were  made, 
and  at  length  a  conclusion  was  come  to  by  the  monthly  meeting  to 
release  him  from  the  station  of  elder.  This  committee  then  madet 
report,  in  which  they  complained  that  the  Green  street  monthly 
meeting  had,  in  a  summary  way^  taken  the  business  out  of  their 
hands.  But  this  allegation  was  manifestly  unjust ;  because  the  meet- 
ing, by  its  overseers,  had  his  case  previously  under  care,  and  there 
was  no  case  specified,  as  the  discipline  directs.  The  monthly  meet- 
ing objected  to  these  proceedings  because  a  considerable  proportion 
of  the  most  influential  and  active  members  of  the  quarterly  meeting 
of  ministers  and  elders  were  of  the  number  of  those  that  composed 
that  self-constituted  meeting  of  elders,  and  had  made  themselves  pa^ 
ties  in  the  case,  and  no  one  could  believe  that  they  would,  under  any 
circumstances,  adjudge  against  their  own  cause.  Besides,  it  appears 
that  the  preparative  meeting  of  ministers  and  elders  was  not  united 
in  making  the  request. 

In  the  eleventh  month,  1824,  this  quarterly  meeting  of  minis- 
ters and  elders  presented  a  remonstrance  to  the  general  qua^ 
terly  meeting  in  this  case  by  which  they  arraigned  Green  street 
meeting  before  that  meeting.  In  addition  to  this,  a  memorial  was 
presented  by  the  elder  himself,  complaining  of  the  conduct  of  the 
monthly  meeting.  This  memorial  was  read  by  the  clerk  immedi- 
ately after  the  remonstrance,  without  observing  the  order  of  the 
society,  which  is  to  appoint  a  committee  to  examine  all  un- 
official documents  which  introduce  a  complaint  into  the  meeting. 
This  memorial  and  remonstrance  now  appears  on  record  against  the 
monthly  meeting.  These  papers  were  admitted,  or  rather,  I  should 
say,  forced  on  the  minutes  of  the  general  quaolerly  meeting  con- 
trary to  the  judgment  expressed  by  a  large  part  of  the  meeting.  In 
reference  to  all  these  transactions^  it  is  obvious  that  the  quarterly 
meeting  of  ministers  and  elders,  in  taking  up  the  case  and  in  making 
any  representation  to  the  general  quarterly  meeting,  and  more  espe- 
cially by  its  arraignment  of  the  monthly  meeting,  and  its  proceed- 
ings, committed  a  direct  infraction  upon  that  part  of  the  discipline 
which  declares  that  *<  none  of  the  said  meetings  of  ministers  and 
elders,  are  in  anywise  to  interfere  with  the  business  of  any  meeting 
for  discipline."  P.  67.  The  general  quarterly  meeting,  by  entering 
atkiB  remonstrance  on  iVa  m\tiu\.<e»,  %xA  V^^  %fi.tin^  u^n  it,  sanctioned 


this  violation  of  discipline;  and  became  a  party  against  one  of 
its  branches,  and  thus  virtually  absolved  Green  street  monthly  meet- 
ing from  accountability  to  it  as  a  superior  meeting. 

hy  admitting  the  elders'  memorial,  before  mentioned,  the  quar- 
lerly  meeting  sanctioned  and  became  accessary  to  the  violation  of  the 
irst  principles  of  gospel  order,  recognized  by  the  discipline,  which 
"equirc  that  endeavours  be  used  by  the  party  offended,  to  obtaid 
I  reconciliation  with  the  party  offending,  previously  to  any  charge 
leing  preferred;  agreeably  to  the  injunction  of  Christ,  <<If  thy 
irother  shall  trespass  against  thee,  go  and  tell  him  of  his  fault  be- 
;ween  thee  and  him  alone."  This  indispensable  requisition  of  the 
Hscipline  was  neglected  by  the  elder,  who  did  not  even  inform  the 
nonthly  meeting  of  his  intention  to  arraign  it  before  the  quarterly 
neeting.  The  quarterly  meeting  of  ministers  and  elders,  by  coming 
o  a  judgment  to  make  the  remonstrance,  constituted  itself  a  party 
igainst  the  monthly  meeting.  This  fact  was  so  far  virtually  admit- 
;ed  by  the  general  quarterly  meeting,  for  when  the  case  was  referred 
n  fifth  month,  1826,  to  the  yearly  meeting,  and  a  committee  was 
ibout  to  be  appointed  to  represent  it  there,  a  decision  was  made  that 
he  members  of  the  quarterly  meeting  of  ministers  and  elders  should 
je  allowed  to  name  out  of  that  bodt/y  one  half  of  the  committeei 
md  that  the  members  of  Green  street  meeting  might  name  the  other 
lalf.  And  the  same  persons  who  compose  the  quarterly  meeting  of 
ninisters  and  elders,  and  who  had  presented  the  remonstrance  again 
n  the  general  quarterly  meeting,  sat  in  judgment  against  the  monthly 
neeting,  and  were  >the  active  parties  in  forcing  the  measure  through 
hat  meeting. 

In  the  quarterly  meeting  of  ministers  and  elders  in  the  eighth 
nonth,  1826,  a  second  committee  was  appointed  specially  to  advise 
md  assist  the  preparative  meeting  of  ministers  and  elders.  This 
ippointment  was  grounded  upon  an  unimportant  abatement  in  the 
inswers  to  the  queries  received  from  the  preparative  meeting,  al- 
hough  as  great  deficiencies  were  acknowledged  in  the  answers  re- 
seived  from  at  least  one  other  preparative  meeting.  This  commit- 
ee  reported  the  ministry  unsound,  on  the  accusation  of  a  single 
ndividual,  and  against  the  evidence  of  the  rest  of  the  meeting,  and 
x>ntrary  to  the  official  answers  which  had  been  given  to  the  queries*' 
ifet  this  report  was  adopted  by  the  quarterly  meeting.  On  the 
lame  evidence  the  committee  identified  as  an  offender,  a  minister, 
vho  then  was,  and  I  believe,  still  continues  to  be,  in  unity  with  the 
nonthly  meeting;  and  he  was  summoned  to  attend  before  part  of 
heir  number,  without  the  permission  of  the  preparative  meeting. 

In  case  of  deficiencies  acknowledged  in  the  official  answers  to  the 
|ueries,  the  extent  of  the  power  given  by  the  discipline  to  the  quar- 
erly  meeting  of  ministers  and  elders  is  to  counsel  and  advise  their 
tonstituent  preparative  meetings.  The  words  of  the  discipline  are, 
<  And  in  the  said  quarterly  meeting,  the  queries  are  also  to  be  read . 
vith  the  answers  which  are  brought  from  their  ^x^^%x^\\n^  xsx^kXt 
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ings,  and  the  state  of  the  members  weightily  considered,  that,  where 
occasion  requires  it,  advice  and  counsel  may  be  seasonably  ex- 
tended ;"  p.  66. 

The  quarterly  meeting,  therefore,  by  undertaking  to  assist  the 
preparative  meeting,  (by  which  was  intended  as  subsequent  evenli 
demonstrated,  to  procure  a  charge  against  a  member  of  the  prepm- 
tive  meeting,  in  opposition  to  the  sense  and  judgment  of  the  me8l> 
ing,)  exhibited  in  its  conducts  manifest  example  of  usurpation  of 
power. 

The  committee  by  reporting  the  ministry  unsound  on  the  aoea»- 
tion  of  one  individual,  and  contrary  to  the  o£Bcial  answers,  commit- 
ted a  direct  infringement  upon  that  part  of  the  discipline  whidi 
directs  that  a  timely  and  tender  care  be  extended  to  such  person,  m- 
cording  to  gospel  order ;  first,  by  the  individuals  concerned,  and 
then  by  the  preparative  meeting  of  ministers  or  elders  to  which  he 
or  she  may  belong. 

Who  can  wonder,  that  under  such  a  course  of  conduct  by  thii 
combination,  distress  and  confusion  should  exist  ?  Who  could  anti- 
cipate, that  a  case  thus  brought  to  the  yearly  meeting,  where  all  the 
power  was  assumed  by  these  very  men,  as  we  shall  presently  letroi 
could  be  treated  with  in  the  unity  ?  If  we  find  that  such  a  case  wtf 
to  be  decided  by  the  yearly  meeting,  and  that  the  very  men  who 
were  guilty  of  the  misconduct,  were  by  fraud  or  force,  or  accideoty 
or  in  any  other  way,  enabled  to  decide  it,  we  shall  be  at  no  loss  to 
see  what  that  decision  would  be,  nor  the  temper  in  which  its  cooai- 
deration  would  be  met  by  all  parties.  Yet  such  was  the  fact- 
Samuel  Settle,  perhaps  the  most  active  and  influential  man  of  the 
party,  became  clerk,  in  violation  of  all  discipline,  and  thus,  with  his 
Orthodox  notions  of  the  clerk's  rights,  was  placed  in  the  judgmeot- 
seat. 

Another  fact  which  had  a  tendency  to  destroy  the  unity  of  the 
body  and  dissolve  the  yearly  meeting,  has  its  date  anterior  to  some 
of  those  which  I  have  referred  to.  I  mean  the  creed  prepared  by 
the  meeting  for  sufferings  in  1822.  It  has  been  stated  that  this  creed 
was  prepared  to  relieve  the  society  from  misrepresentation  of  its  doe- 
trines,  by  Amicus,  in  his  controversy  with  Paul.  It  is  a  bold  pre- 
tence, or  if  true,  it  is  most  strange,  that  the  doctrines  which  wrought 
this  necessity  for  a  creed  should  not  have  been  presented  for  the  cod- 
sideration  of  the  court.  The  writings  of  Amicus  have  not  been  ex- 
hibited ;  there  is  no  proof  that  they  contain  one  sentiment  which 
is  unsound  according  to  the  views  of  Friends.  Unless  indeed, 
without  knowing  what  they  are,  we  are  to  take  the  mere  opinion  of 
partizans  in  this  controversy  as  to  their  being  heretical,  and  pin  oar 
faith  to  theirs.  I  have  heretofore  referred  to  books  on  this  question 
of  a  creed ;  and  shown  by  facts  and  quotations  from  Mosheim  and 
others,  that  this  allegation,  of  a  necessity,  was  unfounded,  or  that 
they  reasoned  and  acted  in  relation  to  this  publication  of  Amicitf^ 
dii&reatly  from  ihe  coiisVaiA  axk4  uta&Em  ^cactioe  of  FrieodaL'  \ 


now  say,  that  this  meeting  for  sufferings,  composed  and  influenced 
by  these  same  ministers  and  elders,  designed  to  establish  and  publish 
a  creed,  which  should  be  the  standard  of  Orthodoxy,  and  by  which 
Elias  Hicks,  and  all  others,  towards  whom  their  resentments  were 
directed,  should  be  tried.  What  is  a  creed  ?  a  short  exposition  of 
belief,  without  argument,  to  which  all  are  to  assent,  by  which  all  are  to 
be  bound.  What  was  the  paper  prepared  ?  a  composition  of  sentences 
or  parts  of  sentences  from  established,  or  I  should  rather  say,  respected 
authors,  artfully  combined,  and  intended  to  bind  us  down  to  one  form 
aod  mode  of  thought  and  faith.  How  was  it  prepared?  ik private  meet- 
ing was  held  the  night  preceding  the  decision  of  the  matter.  It  was 
there  resolved  that  it  should  be  done.  It  was  prepared  and  objected 
U>|  but  entered  on  the  minutes  of  the  meeting  for  sufferings,  so  that 
if  they  should  be  approved  by  the  yearly  meeting,  it  might  thus  go 
out  under  its  high  approbation.     When  these  minutes  were  read. 

Eat  excitement  was  produced  in  the  yearly  meeting,  and  this  has 
n  attributed,  by  some,  solely  to  the  doctrines,  and  urged  as  evi- 
dence of  the  false  faith  of  those  who  objected  to  it  ?  But  is  this 
true  ?  Is  the  allegation  candid  or  just  ?  Was  there  not  other  and 
ample  ground  for  opposition  ?  If  that  paper  had  been  published, 
i%ihat  mode,  would  it  not  have  been  a  creed  in  effect,  by  which  to 
test  the  faith  of  members  ?  And  had  such  a  creed  ever  been  before 
published  or  approved?  Never.     Samuel  Bettle  tells  us,  1st  vol. 

Cges  78-9,  that  Friends  never  had  directly  published  a  creed,  con- 
ision  or  articles;  and  he  tells  us  further,  that  this  paper,  these 
minutes  were  the  first  cause  of  difficulty  in  the  yearly  meeting  of  1823. 
Decow,  in  his  answer,  insists  that  such  is  the  fact.  Now  Friends 
had  seen  enough,  in  their  estimation,  of  confessions,  and  prayer 
books,  and  creeds,  in  other  times,  and  other  sects,  to  make  the  idea 
of  adopting  them  utterly  abhorrent  to  their  principles,  and  feelings, 
and  belief.  (Fox's  Jour.  28  ;  Epistles,  159, 162.)  But  that  by  this 
mode  these  contrivers  for  power  meant  to  fasten  the  doctrines  thus 
concocted  and  prepared,  upon  Friends,  admits  of  no  doubt  Else 
why  consult  about  its  preparation  privately  ?  Why  incorporate  it  into 
the  minutes  for  approval  ?  Why  publish  it  after  the  separation  ? 
(Evans'  Expos.  No.  6  ;  Testimony  of  Society  of  Friends,  No.  36  ; 
Declaration  of  Yearly  Meeting,  No.  43.) 

One  of  these  doctrines  which  this  paper  contained,  was  that  of  the 
trinity  in  unity,  as  founded,  among  other  matters,  upon  the  disputed 
text  which  says,  <<  There  are  U^ree  that  bear  record  in  heaven,  the 
Father,  Son,  and  Holy  Ghost,  and  these  three  are  one."  And  when 
the  paper,  or  rather  the  minutes,  were  under  consideration,  some  one 
expressed  his  doubt  of  the  authenticity  of  this  text,  and  Samuel  Bet- 
tie  has  sneered  at  the  ignorance  which  he  supposed  must  have  been 
the  cause  of  such  a  doubt,  and  regarded  it  as  evidence  of  a  denial  of 
the  doctrine  by  all  who  united  in  the  opposition.  He  was  not  him- 
self, perhaps,  aware  that  Claridge,  one  of  the  most  respected  of  an- 
cient Friends,  expressly  denies  it ;  (page  8. )  and  that  mauy  oC  ^<^ 
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most  learned  divines  and  commentators  even  among  trinitarian  de- 
nominations,  have  rejected  it  as  spurious.     Dr.  Adam  Clarke,  one  of 
the  most  distinguished  and  pious  commentators  of  any  age  or  na- 
tion, declares  against  it,  and  says  that  out  of  one  hundred  and  lix- 
teen  of  the  most  ancient  manuscript  copies  of  the  Scriptures,  be  his 
found  this  text  in  only  two,  and  these  of  comparatively  modern  date. 
The  learned  counsel  concurs  in  argument  witii  Mr.  Bettle,  and  yet, 
1  believe,  he  also  agrees  in  most  of  his  opinions  with  Dr.  ScoUy  i 
leader  and  guide  in  matters  of  opinion,  who  avows  that  this  text  is 
an   interpolation,  and  formed  no  part  of  the  original  Scrip^ires; 
though  he  at  the  same  time  believes  in  the  doctrine  which  it  teacbeSi 
and  which  it  was  intended  to  illustrate.     And  I  believe  it  is  a  bet 
known  to  biblical  scholars,  that  of  all  the  ancient  versions  of  the  ori- 
ginal, it  is  to  be  found  only  in  the  Vulgate.     Samuel  Bettle  and  tbe 
counsel  must  find  other  evidence  of  false  faith  in  us,  than  is  contaioed 
in  any  denial  of  this  text,  or  any  opposition  to  this  written  creed. 
We  belong  to  a  society  into  which  when  a  man  i.s  admitted,  oa 
convincementj  he  is  never  asked  if  he  believes  in  the  trinity,  llie 
atonement,  the  inspiration  of  the  Scriptures.  These  are  not  the  ques- 
tions by  which  his  fitness  is  to  be  tried.     A  society,  too,  in  which 
every  child  has  a  birth-right  which  gives  him  all  and  everytbi^ 
which  belongs  to  every  other  member  ;  and  he  holds  these  rights  by 
no  ordinance  of  admission,  or  examination,  or  prescribed  rule  of  laitL 
There  is  a  higher  and  holier  principle  acknowledged  and  professed, 
than  such  bonds  of  communion.    They  profess  to  be  instructed  by 
God  himself;  and  no  one  presumes  to  say  to  another,  that  he  shall 
be  taught  in  any  particular  line  of  belief.     Yet  these  men  who  be- 
long to  a  society  who  thus  deny  the  authority  of  any  written  creed, 
wished  in  this  particular  case  to  test  the  opinions  of  my  clients  by 
an  appeal  to  the  written  opinions  of  men  as  fallible  as  themselves 
They  could  not  accomplish  their  object;  and  though  they  have  since 
published  their  creed,  and  may  have  proved  themselves  very  good 
trinitarians,  they  have  proved  themselves  anything  but  Quakers. 

They  failed — the  opposition  to  such  a  course  was  too  strong  in  the 
yearly  meeting ;  a  large  majority  resisted  the  effort — the  paper  was 
left  upon  the  minutes  of  the  meeting  for  sufferings,  but  not  published 
or  printed  by  the  authority  of  the  yearly  meeting. 

We  are  told  by  Samuel  Bettle,  (Ev.  p.  72.)  that  all  those  who  re- 
sisted on  this  occasion,  have  gone  off  in  the  separation.  I  can  neither 
affirm  nor  deny  this  assertion.  No  gian  can.  In  so  large  an  assem- 
bly, where  there  was  no  division  or  count,  1  do  not  perceive  how 
even  this  witness  can  ascertain  the  fact,  astute  and  observant  as  be  is. 
I  wish  he  had  explained  how  he  had  acquired  the  knowleilge,  as  I 
do  also,  that  when  he  was  mentioning  the  objection  of  that  member 
to  the  Scripture  text,  as  proof  against  us,  he  had  also  told  us,  without 
the  probing  of  a  cross-examination,  that  that  member  had  been  dis- 
owned, and  was  not  one  of  us. 

This   conduct  in  these  elders  and  ministera,  in  1822-3,  gave 
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caase  of  uneasiness;  of  apprehension  that  illegal  authority  was 
•ought ;  that  the  rule  of  a  few  was  about  to  be  established  in  this  sc^ 
eiety  of  equality ;  that  the  spirit  of  unity  was  in  danger ;  and  these 
apprehensions  prepared  the  way  for  the  melancholy  result  of  1827. 
Like  causes  will  produce  like  effects  ;  and  similar  examples  may  be 
found  in  this  country  and  elsewhere,  in  almost  all  denominations  of 
ehristians. 

Will  the  court  now  lend  its  attention  to  another  case  which  pre- 
eeded  the  yearly  meeting  of  ISd?,  and  which  exhibits  the  same  vio- 
latlon*  of  discipline  and  the  unity  as  the  others  which  I  have 
mentioned  ? 

^  In  1826  the  southern  quarter  chose.to  relieve  all  their  representap 
fives  in  the  meeting  for  sufferings  and  to  appoint  three  new  onest 
Their  absolute  right  to  do  this  has  been  discussed,  and,  I  hope,  satis- 
bctorily.  The  meeting  for  sufferines  is  but  a  committee  to  sit  in 
the  recess  of  the  yearly  meeting,  and  attend  to  sufierings  which  re* 
quire  immediate  attention.  They  had  been  annually  appointed  and 
continued  for  many  years,  when  a  minute  was  made  that  they  con- 
tinue, as  before,  until  otherwise  ordered.  The  meeting  for  suffer- 
ings, placing  itself  above  the  quarter,  refusied  to  receive  the  newly 
appointed  members,  and  upon  the  ground  that  they  were  a  perma-^ 
nent  bodt/y  and  the  constituent  had  no  right  to  change  the  represen- 
tative. I  cannot  well  imagine  a  more  arrogant  assumption,  or  % 
more  despotic  exercise  of  power.  The  western  quarter  had,  a 
year  or  two  before,  released  one  of  its  representatives  without  cod»- 
plaint,  or  question  as  to  its  authority,  and  these  men  knew,  or  ought 
to  have  knpwn,  better.  The  records  of  the  yearly  meeting  were 
within  their  control,  and  the  whole  history  of  this  meeting  was  ta 
be  found  on  its  records.  The  minute  which  was  produced  by  A. 
Lower,  vol.  i.  p.  370,  fell  accidentally  into  our  hands,  and  explained 
the  perversion  of  meaning  to  which  this  matter  had  been  subjected. 
But  this  is  only  one  of  the  instances  of  the  gross  injustice  im- 
posed on  my  clients,  by  withholding  the  records  of  the  yearly 
meeting  to  which  we  were  equally  entitled.  The  offer  made  us  to 
examine  them,  at  the  time  and  under  the  circumstances,  was  but  in- 
sult added  to  injury.  The  minute  which  is  relied  upon  to  prove  the 
permanency  of  this  body,  only  authorizes  that  meeting  to  judge  and 
act  in  cases  of  neglect  and  death,  but  leaves  the  whole  remaining  au- 
thority in  tlie  hands  of  the  quarterly.  The  idea  of  a  permanent 
body  of  great  power  and  influence,  in  a  society  like  ours,  is  a  perfect 
absurdity,  which  could  be  supported  only  by  those  who  possessed 
power  and  influence,  and  sought  to  protect  and  extend  them.  It  is 
a  fit  companion  for  the  absolute  will  of  the  clerk,  especially  when 
the  same  man  who  is  made  clerk  has  controlling  influence  in  the 
meeting  for  sufferings. 

It  has  been  argued  that  the  yearly  meeting  had  rejected  a  proposi- 
tion for  a  change  of  officers  by  the  quarters,  and^  therefore,  bad  de- 


cided  this  question  iq  favour  of  the  meeting  for  fufierings.  But  n 
this  true  ?  The  proposition  referred  to,  related  to  representatives  and 
other  o£Scers,  and  was  intended  to  secure  a  periodical  appoiDtment 
of  them.  It  was  founded  on  the  idea,  that  changes  were  often  nU 
vantageous  to  the  interests  and  peace  of  the  society,  and  that  it  wu 
inconvenient  and  unpleasant  to  make  them,  without  a  mnerd  ruk 
by  which  all  were  at  liberty  to  act.  The  same  principles'  and  mo- 
tives occasioned  in  our  general  government  the  passage  of  the  hw 
which  limits  certain  offices  to  four  years,  and  requires  a  re-appoini* 
jnent,  or  the  substitution  of  another,  at  that  period.  But  if  the  r^ 
commendation  of  that  law  failed,  could  it  have  been  argued  that  anj 
effect  was  thereby  produced,  on  the  right  of  the  appointing  power, 
to  dismiss  incumbents  and  nominate  others?  and  how  can  it  be  pre- 
tended the  failure  of  this  proposition  for  periodical  appointments,  ii 
proof  that  the  right  of  the  appointing  power  to  displace  does  not  ex- 
ist ?  When  was  that  right  taken  away  ?  Where  and  how  ?  Lei 
us  see  the  time  and  mode  in  which  we  were  plundered  of  this  inhe- 
rent right 

This  meeting  for  sufferings,  not  content  with  refusing  admissioo 
to  these  representatives,  sent  as  agent,  this  same  Samuel  Bettle,  this 
yearly  meeting  clerk,  to  argue  the  quarter  into  submission.  It  w» 
an  eminent  failure,  as  might  have  been  anticipated  by  any  one  not 
possessing  most  overweening  confidence  in  his  own  influence  and 
powers  of  persuasion.  Not  an  individual  of  that  quarter  was  pa> 
suaded  ;  the  decision  to  have  their  own  representatives,  and  to  ap- 
point whom  they  pleased,  was  unanimous.  And  who  then  can 
wonder  that  vengeance  fell  on  that  quarter  ?  The  history  of  iti 
treatment  and  punishment  is  known  to  the  court  The  rule  which 
the  meeting  for  sufferings  attempted  to  establish  and  enforce,  would 
have  left  that  body  with  all  power  in  its  hands,  unrestricted  and  un- 
controlled; permanent,  and  with  no  external  authority  to  produce  a 
change.  Men  grasping  power,  and  regardless  of  all  unity  but  that 
which  consisted  in  humble  and  slavish  submission  to  their  will,  would 
not  surrender  such  an  instrument  for  effecting  their  purposes,  and 
they  persisted. 

These  transactions  occurred  in  the  early  part  of  1827,  and  were 
carried  to  the  yearly  meeting  of  that  year,  as  one  of  the  difficulties 
to  be  adjusted  between  Friends  and  this  combination  of  cWers. 
This,  and  other  difficulties,  readily  suggest  to  the  mind  the  reasons 
why  the  clerk  of  the  yearly  meeting  was  selected  in  the  inode  which 
has  been  detailed.  Power  grows  apace.  It  has  been  said,  "  to  be 
always  stealing  from  the  many  to  the  few;"  and  never  did  it  steal 
more  rapidly  than  in  the  society  of  Friends  for  the  four  or  five  jears 
preceding  1827,  and  the  process  led  to  the  result  which  is  inevitable  in 
a  society  knowing  its  own  rights  and  resolved  to  maintain  them; 
convulsion  ;  reorganization ;  change. 
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There  were  various  other  facts  worthy  of  commeot,  which  pre^ 
ceded  the  yearly  meeting,  and  tended  to  destroy  all  harmony  and 
unity.  I  would  proceed  to  exhibit  them,  in  order  to  show  the  state 
of  society  before  that  meeting,  and  the  hopeless  condition  as  to  unity, 
in  which  the  members  met.  But  I  have  delayed  the  court  long,  and 
1  fear  painfully.  Enough  has  been  said  to  show  that  the  society  was 
iQ  a  state  of  perfect  distraction;  meetings  for  worship  were  dis- 
turbed; distress  of  mind  pervaded  all.  And  by  whom  was  these 
things  produced?  I  ask  again — when  and  where  did  my  clients  in- 
terrupt the  order  of  worship?  When  and  where  did  they  assume  to 
violate  the  discipline?  When  and  where  did  they  claim  power  over 
their  equal  fellow-members?  I  ask  further,  if  Quaker  society  for 
worship  and  discipline,  consists  in  unity  and  brotherly  love,  did  that 
society  exist  in  its  purity  and  strength?  The  disorders  arose  not  from 
the  oppressed,  but  from  the  oppressors.  But  sirs,  it  was  not  only  in 
matters  more  appropriately  of  discipline  that  this  conduct  was  ex- 
hibited. The  yearly  meeting  of  ministers  and  elders  followed  the 
example — or  rather,  being  composed  of  many  of  the  same  individu- 
als, they  used  that  meeting  to  further  their  views. 

From  one  of  the  quarters  it  was  discovered  that  an  abatement  had 
been  made  in  the  answer  to  the  query  as  to  ministry — and  fliereupon, 
and  upon  this  pretence,  a  most  offensive  movement  was  taken  in  re- 
btion  to  all  the  ministry  everywhere.  A  foreigner  charged  the 
ministry  with  being  unsound.  I  restrain  myself  from  speaking  of 
this  matter  as  I  believe  it  merits.  From  what  meeting  was  this 
abatement,  this  question  made?  From  that  in  Philadelphia;  the  same 
central  point  from  which  every  arrow  has  been  shot  Was  there 
any  defect  in  the  ministry  there?  None  pretended,  nor  would  any 
be  admitted  by  any  one  of  all  this  combined  band.  Why  then  was 
the  answer  from  this  meeting  made  the  pretence  for  a  general  move- 
ment on  the  subject  of  the  ministry?  We  had  made  no  complaint 
There  was  no  abatement  in  our  answers.  But  they  were  in  the 
seats  of  the  oppressors,  and  they  did  not  stand  long  to  inquire  into  the 
propriety  of  reasons  assigned  for  action.  This  meeting  could  only 
by  the  discipline,  give  <<  advices  adapted"  to  the  state  of  the  defi- 
ciency; they  had  no  right  to  look  elsewhere,  or  to  defects  not  ap- 
peatring  upon  the  reports.  This  conduct  produced  great  additional 
uneasiness;  it  closed  us  in  on  every  side;  it  cut  off  hope;  it  proved 
the  necessity  of  renovation  and  reorganization,  to  save  the  very  life 
of  the  society. 

The  yearly  meeting  of  1827  met  We  are  here  again  in  difficulty 
in  discussing- facts,  because  we  have  not  the  minutes  or  records  of 
this  yearly  meeting,  and  the  meeting  for  suffering.  But  we  must 
submit  to  the  difficulty.  The  proper  and  legal  inference  will  be 
drawn  by  the  court:  What  is  a  yearly  meeting?  Is  it  a  representa- 
tion of  all  the  other  and  inferior  meetings?  Nothing  like  it  There 
is  no  representation  here,  except  on  one  point,  the  nomination  of 
the  clerk ;  and  that  as  matter  of  prudence,  to  secure  the  fall  v<^v^ 
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of  all  parts  of  the  society  in  the  selection.  It  is  an  assembling  of  ill 
the  members  of  the  society  for  mutual  edification  and  advice;  where 
no  man  represents  another ;  where  no  man  is  superior  to  anotfier, 
except  as  he  may  manifestly  be  favoured  with  more  of  the  )i(|it 
within.  The  bond  of  the  meeting  is  unity;  the  presiding  offieor, 
the  great  head  of  the  church;  the  principle  of  action,  brotherly  loft 
Without  these  there  may  be  an  assemblage;  there  can  be  no  veiriy 
meeting.  It  is  not  a  mere  gathering  of  men  and  women;  this  any 
be,  yet  upon  Quaker  principles,  as  before  explained,^ere  may  be  do 
meeting. 

^he  members  of  this  assembly  met,  influenced  by  all  the  feelinp 
which  in  human  nature  would  spring  from  the  chain  of  facts  whia 
we  have  been  following.  There  was  no  unity  of  feeling  when  tbejr 
met  They  doubtless  hoped  that  such  unity  might  be  produced  bj 
the  overshadowing  of  the  spirit,  but  they  were  disappointed.  The 
violators  of  discipline,  looked  to  the  security  of  their  power;  theia- 
jured,  to  existence,  and  the  result  was  inevitable. 

The  meeting,  so  far  as  form  only  is  concerned,  was  opened  m 
usual.  The  representatives  retired  to  nominate  a  clerk.  Here  the 
conflict,  for  such  it  was,  began.  We  are  told  that  two  men  were 
proposed  for  clerk.  It  is  of  no  importance  which  was  first  proposed, 
although  in  fact  John  Comly  was  the  first  A  hasty  proposal  of  i 
name  might  be  made  to  gain  an  advantage,  and  should  be  of  no  a?a3 
in  settling  a  question  of  right.  Between  these  two  men,  John  Comlj 
and  Samuel  Bettle,  the  representatives,  about  one  hundred  and  six^ 
in  number,  were  to  decide.  About  one  hundred  and  fifteen  were 
for  Comly,  forty-five  for  Bettle.  Upon  what  honest  and  fair  role 
or  principle  could  it  be,  that  he  who  had  forty-five,  should  be  nomi- 
nated against  him  who  had  one  hundred  and  fifteen?  We  may  listeo 
to  quibbles  on  this  topic,  until  we  are  fatigued  with  the  di^ayof 
ingenuity  itself.  But  practically,  and  as  matter  of  common  sense, 
there  can  be  no  question.  Nor  ought  there  to  be  any,  upon  Quaker 
principles.  Either  both  the  candidateis  should  have  been  put  aside, 
or  the  minority  should  have  condescended  to  the  majority.  Their 
principles  demanded  it.  The  language  of  the  ancient  fathers  of  their 
society,  which  has  been  quoted,  prescribed  it.  If  any  other  princi- 
ple be  admitted,  power  may  for  ever  be  retained  in  the  same  hands; 
the  majority,  ninety-nine  in  the  hundred,  never  can  have  its  judg- 
ment followed,  or  its  pleasure  performed. 

To  evade  the  fair  result  of  such  a  state  of  things,  a  most  unwo^ 
thy  movement  was  resorted  to.  It  was  said  that  the  first  question 
was,  shall  Samuel  Bettle  be  removed,  or  clerk  changed?  Was  this 
true?  Had  it  even  a  plausible  foundation  in  fact?  When  was  such  a 
question  ever  before  put,  in  any  meeting  of  any  Quaker  society? 
Was  Samuel  Bettle  clerk  of  that  yearly  meeting,  that  he  must  be  re- 
moved before  another  he  appointed?  Where  is  the  discipline  or  usage 
which  gives  countenance  to  this  idea?  Sirs,  it  was  untrue;  and  the 
proposition  an  unworthy  &tie»ae,  uot  inteoded  perhaps,  bu^  admin- 
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hly  calculated  to  mislead  and  to  create  excitement.  Many  repre- 
aentatives  might  not  have  been  willing  to  vote  for  the  removal  of 
that  officer,  as  offering  some  imputation  against  him,  although  they 
desired  a  change,  and  were  anxious  that  the  active  agent  in  the  trou- 
bles of  the  society  might  not  continue;  and  further  desired,  that  the 
direction  of'the  discipline  which  requires  changes,  that  more  compe- 
tent persons  might  be  brought  forward,  might  be  acted  upon. 

This  adroit  motion,  with  the  obstinacy,  or  if  you  please,  the  firm- 
ness of  the  minority,  did  but  add  fuel  to  the  fire.  The  scene  was 
painful — language,  expressions,  actions,,  unfit  for  the  time  and  place, 
were  produced.  Such  must  have  been  the  case,  when  Cephas  Ross 
oould  have  been  excited  to  use  the  language  which  has  met  with  such 
an  indignant  rebuke  from  the  adverse  counsel:  <<  That  he  held  his  com- 
mission from  God  Almighty,  and  he  would  surrender  it  to  no  man,'^ 
or  words  to  that  import.     But  was  not  that  language  true  on  Quaker 

Elnciples  ?  Do  they  not  all  act,  or  profess  to  act,  even  in  matters  of 
siness  relating  to  religion,  under  the  light  which  is  immediately 
E'ven  to  them  ?  And  what  does  such  language  prove  ?  Can  there 
I  better  evidence,  that  he  who  used  it,  felt  at  the  moment,  and  felt 
deeply,  that  there  was  an  effort,  high-handed  and  intolerable,  to  wrest 
their  rights  from  them  ;  and  that  it  was  his  duty  to  himself  and  his 
Maker,  to  resist  it  ?  So  would  have  felt  an  early  Friend,  and  so  did 
hundr^s  of  this  society  then  feel,  and  feel  justly  and  keenly. 

There  was — there  could  be  no  agreement  at  such  a  moment — time 
for  reflection  was  needed,  but  this  was  not  allowed ;  for  their  con- 
sultation was  interrupted  by  the  other  members  of  the  yearly  meet- 
ing coming  kito  the  room. 

By  way  of  apology  for  the  conduct  of  this  minority,  it  has  been 
stated  in  the  evidence,  and  argued  by  counsel,  that  the  Abington  and 
Bucks  quarter  had  increased  its  representatives  ;  and  thus  taken  an 
advantage  of  their  opponents.  The  excuse  is  admirably.fitted  for  the 
conduct  to  be  excused.  The  quarters  thus  assailed,  had  not,  before 
that  time,  had  the  full  number  of  representatives,  to  which  they  were 
entitled  by  the  discipline  ;  and  they  did  nothing  more  than  send 
that  number.  This  they  were  right  in  doing,  because  the  discipline 
authorized  and  directed  it — and  because  the  Orthodox  Philadelphia 
quarter,  the  centre  and  instrument  of  the  mischief,  had  previously 
.sent  her  full  number.  But  did  any  evil  to  our  opponents  result  from 
die  fact  ?  If  we  had  only  sent  our  previous  number,  would  the 
Orthodox  have  had  a  majority  ?  would  their  situation  have  been  al- 
tered ?  Look  at  the  number  of  representatives,  and  at  the  number  of 
those  opposed  to  Samuel  Settle,  and  the  answer  is  given.  It  is  an 
unfounded  pretence,  and  must  be  regarded  as  the  more  unfounded^ 
when  it  is  recollected  that  the  New  Jersey  and  other  quarters,  where 
Friends  are  most  numerous,  did  not  increase  their  representation,  as 
they  were  authorized  to  do.  No  injustice  was  or  could  be  done  by 
the  increase  of  the  representatives.  They  were  but  the  committee  of 
this  meeting ;  as  in  all  other  meetings  they  have  committees  to  select 
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and  nominate  clerks.     And  as  in  other  committees,  where  there  is  a 
difference  of  opinion,  the  majority  ought  to  govern. 

On  the  assembling  of  the  members  of  the  yearly  meeting  iq  the  af- 
'temoon,  it  was  communicated  that  there  was  no  agreement  John 
Cox  stated,  in  substance,  that  he  was  requested  to  report  to  the  meet- 
ing, that  they  could  not  agree.  The  fact  seems  from  the  evidence,  to 
be  clear  that  no  such  report  was  authorized  by  any  decision  of  the 
body  of  representatives.  (See  Evidence.)  3ut  if  such  request  was 
made,  it  must  have  been,  only,  by  his  Orthodox  friends — not  by  the 
whole  committee.  The  report,  therefore,  was  unauthorized.  There 
was  still  a  possibility,  perhaps  a  probability,  that  after  reflection,  and 
time  for  deliberation,  there  might  have  been  more  unity  ;  but,  by  this 
report,  all  further  effort  was  precluded — no  further  meeting  of  the 
committee  could  well  take  place,  unless  under  the  express  direction 
of  the  meeting.  I  beg  it  here  to  be  distinctly  understood,  that  I  im- 
pute no  falsehood,  or  impropriety  of  intention  of  any  kind,  to  John 
Cox.  I  am  taught  by  the  evidence  in  this  cause,  and  by  other  sources 
of  'information,  to  entertain  for  him  the  most  sincere  respect — he  is 
an  honest,  faithful,  and  pure  man,  incapable  of  fraud  or  deception. 
All  that  I  allege,  is,  that  he  was  in  error — an  honest  error.  Bat  it 
led  to  fatal  consequences  to  the  peace  of  the  meeting.  Taking  advan- 
tage of  this  report,  it  was  insisted  that  if  there  could  be  no  agreement 
as  to  clerk,  the  old  one  was  to  continue — that  he  was  to  continue 
until  another  was  elected.  This  statement,  as  to  the  usage,  was  made 
by  William  Jackson  ;  and  it  affected  the  doings  of  that  meeting,  and 
misled  Chief  Justice  Ewing.  There  was  no  such  usage  ;  William 
Jackson  never  heard  of  such  a  case.  (See  Evidence.)  How  then 
could  the  usage  exist  ?  The  very  nature  of  the  society,  and  the  terms 
of  the  discipline  forbid  it  The  old  clerk  may  continue,  but  it  must 
be  by  the  assent  and  unity  of  the  body,  as  in  other  cases.  The  office 
is  annual.  No  man  can  be  put  or  continued  in  it  without  this  unity 
— it  is  not  matter  of  compulsion  founded  on  arbitrary  rule.  Sudi 
usage  could  result  only  from  disunity,  and  disunity  had  not  befoit 
existed,  except  in  the  case  of  Keith  ;  and  there  the  clerk  obeyed  the 
will  or  opinion  of  the  greater  part,  (See  Appeal  and  other  doco- 
ments.)  At  most,  Samuel  Bettle  could  only  be  continued  until  the 
meeting  should  agree  on  another,  or  expressly  decide  that  they  woold 
not  choose  another.  I  must  here  repeat  that  the  chief  justice  fell  into . 
error,  of  the  most  palpable  kind,  in  relation  to  this  pomt.  His  argu- 
ment admits  the  necessity  of  a  clerk,  to  the  organization  and  action 
of  the  meeting,  and  that  without  it,  the  meeting  could  not  legally 
exist  and  act  It  further  admits,  as  I  understand  him,  that  Samuel 
Bettle's  position  in  the  office  of  clerk,  must  be  legalized,  to  sustain 
the  proceedings  of  the  Orthodox,  and  condemn  those  of  the  Friends. 
If  Samuel  Bettle  was  not  clerk,  it  seems  to  me,  on  his  reasoning, 
there  was  no  legal  and  effective  yearly  meeting  ;  but  he  gets  over  the 
difficulty  by  taking  William  Jackson's  evidence,  and  declaring,  that 
be  became  clerk  by  the  usage  of  the  society.     If  this  usage  did  not 
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ist,  then  he  was  not  cTerk  either  by  choice  or  usage.  Now  there 
a  no  such  usage  ;  none  such  is  proved  ;  none  such  could  by  possi- 
ity  exist,  without  destroying  the  very  foundation  on  which  the 
lole  society  rests,  and  putting  to  scorn  the  sole  principle  by  which 
acknowledge  themselves  bound. 

The  conclusion,  if  the  court  please,  is  that  to  which  my  mind  has 
^n  brought  Samuel  Settle  was  not  the  clerk  of  that  yearly  meet- 
;;;  he  was  not  elected  in  the  unity.  This  was  indispensable  ;  and 
It  yearly  meeting  never  was  legally  and  constitutionally  organized ; 
r  its  acts  valid  and.  e£fectual,  according  to  the  discipline. 
But  let  us  proceed  with  the  facts.  When  this  report  was  made  by 
hn  Cox,  and  this  statement  by  William  Jackson,  did  the  meeting 
any  mode  assent  to  them  ?  was  there  any  agreement  ?  any  unity  ? 
r  from  it ;  strong  resistance  was  made — great  opposition  was  ma- 
ested — a  large  majority  of  the  whole  assemblage,  I  cannot  pro- 
rly  call  them  yearly  meeting,  did  not  and  could  not  consent  The 
jjority  did  not  condescend  to  the  minority.  And  I  now  again 
|uire,  could  the  meeting  proceed  to  act  as  a  meeting  while  this 
IS  the  case  ?  Every  genuine  Quaker,  of  every  party  ;  every  man 
10  understands  the  principles  which  they  profess,  and  the  bond 
th  which  they  are  united,  will  answer,  unhesitatingly,  no,  no. 
lere  was  no  unity,  no  yearly  meeting. 

But  what  was  done  under  such  circumstances  ?  What  ought  to 
ve  been  done,  it  is  not  hard,  even  for  those  out  of  the  body,  to  tell, 
ley  should  all  have  paused,  have  reflected,  have  waited  in  silence 
d  inward  meditation  for  the  aid  of  that  light  which  had  before 
en  their  guide ;  they  should  have  taken  afiectionate  opportunities 
th  each  other.  The  representatives  should  have  met  again,  and 
Friends  laboured  to  agree  as  Friends.  The  result  might  have  been, 
y,  have  we  not  a  right  to  say  it,  would  have  been  fortunate.  And 
ly  was  it  not  so  ?  Samuel  Bettle  and  his  associates  must  answer. 
Ihodoxy  never  yields  an  inch  of  power.  Th}re  was  a  difficulty 
[lich  ancient  Friends  would  have  overcome  in  another  way.  He 
ose,  oppressor-like,  to  cut  the  Gordian  knot  He  made  a  minute 
ntinuing  himself  clerk  !  He  usurped  the  duties  of  that  office ;  he 
aced  himself  with  his  notions  of  a  clerk's  authority  in  the  seat  of 
e  dictator.  Was  this  minute  agreed  to  ?  Never.  Was  it  bind- 
g  ?  It  had  no  force.  It  was  the  exercise  of  power,  not  the  ofi*- 
ring  of  unity.  And  I  must  be  permitted  to  say,  that  under  the 
rcumstances  of  this  case,  with  the  principles  professed  by  the  Qua- 
ir  society,  I  am  aware  of  no  act  of  more  firm  and  decisive  deter mi- 
ition  in  any  man.  He  manifested  a  thorough-going  decision  of  cha- 
cter  which  in  other  professions  would  have  carried  him  triumphantly 
trough  more  turbulent^  and  hazardous,  and  bloody  scenes.  I  ven- 
ire, sirs,  to  pronounce  again,  that  this  yearly  meeting  never  was 
rganized,  never  existed. 

What  was  now  the  condition  of  the  defendants?     They  saw, 
»rced  upon  them,  in  violation  of  the  bond,  in  utter  prostration  oC 
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the  discipline,  a  clerk — a  roost  unfit  clerk.  He  had  been,  though  not 
the  first,  yet  certainly  the  most  active  and  efficient  agent  in  all  their 
troubles ;  he  was  an  actual  party  in  all  the  questions  of  magnitude 
which  had  been  brought  to,  and  were  to  be  decided  by  the  yearly 
meeting;  in  the  Green  street  case;  that  of  Abington  and  Bucks, 
and  of  the  southern  quarter  ;  every  where  that  the  elders  and  minis- 
ters had  been  concerned ;  and  not  nominally  a  party  only,  but  really 
and  substantially  a  party,  and  made  so  by  himself.  And  he  was  to 
judge,  to  take  the  sense  of  the  meeting.  And  how  was  he  to  take  it? 
How  did  he  esteem  the  members  of  that  meeting  ?  He  has  told  us 
himself,  under  the  solemnity  of  an  affirmation,  that  he  never  re- 

!;arded  those  who  had  dissented  from  the  proceedings  of  the  meeting 
or  sufierings  in  1822,  as  qfany  weight  or  connderation.  In  other 
words,  all  who  had  differed  from  him  and  his  associates,  he  utterly 
disregarded  in  taking  the  sense  of  the  meeting.  The  majority  was 
thus  placed  in  the  hands  of  a  man  who  utterly  scorned  their  rights; 
who  could  iwtf  witliout  violating  his  own  opinion^  give  their 
wishes  or  sense  the  least  weight  in  making  a  minute  on  the  most  im- 
portant subject ;  of  a  man,  too,  who  was  placed  there  upon  a  princi- 
ple which-  would  for  ever  retain  him.  If  forty-five  dissentient  repre- 
sentatives out  of  one  hundred  and  sixty  could  prevent  the  nominatioo 
of  a  clerk,  five  might,  for  the  same  reason.  And  if  a  clerk  not  b^ 
ing  nominated  secured  the  place  to  the  old  one,  Samuel  Settle  could 
by  no  effi)rt  be  removed.  CAn  your  honours  imagine  a  more  hqie- 
less,  unmitigated  despotism  than  that  to  which  my  clients  were  tt 
that  moment  subjected  ?  I  cannot.  Where  was  their  remedy  ?  At 
this  meeting  they  could  have  none  ;  at  the  next  the  principle  must 
of  necessity  prevail.  Sirs,  the  meanest  wretch  that  ever  crawled  upon 
the  earth,  who  had  any  conception  of  his  own  rights,  would  have  re- 
belled. Their  condition  could  not  be  borne.  They  were  scorned 
<as  of  no  weight  or  consideration  ;  tlieir  equal  privileges,  dear  to  them 
as  their  religious  faith  and  their  eternal  hopes,  were  torn  from  them; 
and  they  were  told,  by  action  stronger  than  words,  that  there  wis 
no  remedy.  Even  the  slave  has  hope ;  and  if  these  men  had  sub- 
mitted to  this  insulting  oppression,  their  very  oppressors  would  han 
spurned  thctn  ;  the  spirit  of  Fox  and  Penn,  and  of  a  thousand  early 
Friends,  would  have  rebuked  them  in  their  hours  of  retirement; 
their  own  consciences  would  have  demanded  satisfaction  for  their 
recreancy  by  pains  and  agonies. 

But  what  were  they  to  do  ?  To  yield  their  rights  ?  ImposnUe. 
To  use  force,  and  drag  the  clerk  from  his  usurped  seat  ?  Their  prin- 
ciples forbade  it.  But  they  might  withdraw  from  this  scene  qfconr 
tention.  It  was  their  only  alternative.  But  in  withdrawing  did 
tliey  leave  the  yearly  meeting  ?  Did  they  forfeit  their  rights  ?  I  deny 
it ;  an4  I  do  so  most  earnestly  and  sincerely.  There  was  then  do 
yearly  meeting  in  existence.  Some  other  societies  might  perhaps 
have  existed  under  such  facts ;  theirs  could  not ;  and  no  man  that 
understands  their  principles  and  discipline  ought  to  venture  the  as- 
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•ertion  that  it  could.  And  even  if  it  did  exist,  such  oppression  and 
misrule  justified,  amply  justified,  in  conscience  and  in  law,  in  the 
flight  of  God  and  man,  a  withdrawal  from  it ;  a  withdrawal  which 
can  bring  no  forfeiture  of  rights  and  property  after  it. 

But  it  has  been  argued  (and  the  chief  justice  has  fallen  into  the 
error)  that  the  conduct  of  Friends,  after  the  clerk  assumed  the  office, 
was  an  acknowledgment  of  the  propriety  of  his  conduct,  or  at  least  a 
recognition  of  the  yearly  meeting  as  valid.  Let  us  look  at  the  facts 
relied  upon. 

In  the  first  place,  they  remained  there.  This  is  true  ;  but  was  it 
necessary  that  they  should  at  once  withdraw?  According  to  their 
principles  it  was  required  of  them,  that  they  act  with  patience  and 
forbearance  ;  that  they  should  remain  until  they  saw  what  these  vio- 
lators  of  the  discipline  would  do — whether  there  was  any  remaining 
hope  of  change,  and  whether,  in  the  possession  of  power,  they  would 
relent,  and  act  justly. 

In  the  next  place,  that  John  Comly  took  his  place  as  assistant 
elerk,  and  this  is  called  <<a  damning  fact j^^  against  us.  Is  it  so? 
He  was  the  choice  of  the  whole  meeting — he  was  chosen  in  the  unity, 
he  was  requested  by  all  to  take  his  seat — he  did  so,  as  was  his  duty, 
though  in  the  state  of  the  meeting  he  did  it  reluctantly.  The  next 
morning  he  hesitated,  because  (here  was  a  clerk  there,  who  was  not 
ehosen  according  to  the  discipline,  but  he  was  again  required  by  the 
eall  of  the  whole  body.  His  conduct  throughout  was  in  obedience  to 
the  principle  of  the  society;  he  could  not  properly  act  otherwise; 
but  he  gave  no  recognition  of  the  choice  of  Samuel  Bettle;  none  that 
the  meeting  was  valid. 

On  the  third  morning  he  moved  an  adjournment  of  the  meeting. 
The  motion  was  wise  in  the  true  spirit  of  Quakerism.  He  saw  and 
felt  that  it  was  not  prepared  to  act  as  a  yearly  meeting,  and  hoped 
that  time  and  reflection  would  soflen  the  asperities.  It  is  deeply  to 
be  regretted  that  he  was  not  concurred  with.  This  society  might 
perhaps  now  have  been  united  and  in  peace.  But  it  was  not  the  will 
of  Orthodoxy  that  this  motion  should  prevail ;  and  it  is  answerable 
for  the  consequences. 

Again  it  is  said,  that  Friends  concurred  in  the  acts  done  and  the 
decisions  made.  The  answer  is,  that  nothing  was  done  except  ordi- 
nary matters,  and  matters  relating  to  benevolent  action.  Friends  did 
ufUtey  and  did  not  oppose  an  agreement  to  raise  money  for  the  relief 
of  the  Friends  in  North  Carolina,  and  to  aid  them  in  sending  unfor- 
tunate blacks  back  to  Africa.  If  not  refusing  to  join  in  such  an  act, 
ifl  to  deprive  them  of  their  rights,  they  would  prefer  to  bear  the  con- 
sequences, rather  than  place  themselves  in  the  position  of  those  who 
take  advantage  of  such  an  act,  to  grasp  the  property  which  does  not 
belong  to  them.  But  this  surely  was  not  a  society  act  of  such  a  cha- 
racter as  to  bind  the  members.  It  bound  none;  it  was  a  voluntary 
expression  of  the  joint  wish  that  all  might  contribute,  but  none  were 
bound  to  do  so;  none  could  be  dealt  with  if  they  refused,  each  was 
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left  to  pursue  the  dictates  of  his  own  feeling?.  Nor  was  it  coofined 
to  members  of  the  society.  It  was  recommended  that  each  meeting 
should  raise  their  j^roper  proportion,  but  in  doing  so*  they  were  Dot 
confined  to  their  own  body;  aid  woutd  have  been  cheerfully  received 
from  any  person  in  or  out  of  the  society  of  Friends.  What  was  done, 
therefore,  on  this  subject,  cannot  aficct  the  questions  before  the  court, 
and  if  it  could,  I  do  hope  that  even  Orthodoxy  would  not  take  advan- 
tage of  it,  to  plunder  us  of  our  property. 

But  it  is  further  urged,  that  we  united  in  the  postponement  of  the 
difficult  subjects  which  had  been  brought  to  this  yearly  meeting  for 
adjustment,  and  our  doing  this  is  said  by  the  chief  justice  to  be  a  coih 
currence  in  the  acts  of  the  meeting ;  a  recognition  of  it,  by  which  we 
are  bound.    Let  us  examine  the  facts.     The  subjects  in  question, 
were  those  to  which  I  have  referred ;  they  related  to  the  complaints 
of  the  southern  quarter;  Abington  and  Bucks,  Green  street, &e. 
against  the  irregular  and  tyrannical  breaches  of  discipline  and  unity, 
in  the  ministers  and  elders.     These  ministers  and  elders  had  one  of 
their  own  number  in  the  office  of  clerk,  who  was  of  the  opinion  that 
he  was  fully  authorized  to  make  a  minute  deciding  any  question 
according  to  his  sense  of  the  weight  of  the  members  in  favour  of 
it,  and  who  thought  the  gi^t  majority  of  no  weight  at  all.     Could 
that  majority  desire  thats^ny  one  of  these  questions  should  be  decided 
by  a  tribunal  so  constituted  ?   They  knew  they  could  not  be  decided 
in  the  unity,  and  they  also  knew,  that  if  there  was  a  minute  made  in 
any  case,  it  mtist  be  against  them,  and  according  to  the  opinion  of  the 
clerk  and  his  associates^    They  knew  further,  that  the  meeting  was 
not  organized  according  to  the  discipline;  that  it  was  not  a  true  yearly 
meeting.  Under  these  circumstances,  if  they  had  moved  and  insisted 
that  those  subjects  should  not  be  meddled  with,  they  would  have 
acted  correctly ;  they  would  have  lost  none  of  their  rights  thereby. 
A  determination  to  postpone,  because  the  tribunal  was  not  legally 
authorized  to  decide,  can  never  be  an  admission  of  the  legal  exist- 
ence of  that  tribunal,  but  the  very  reverse.  The  argument  fails.  But 
Friends  did  not  interfere  in  the  matter;  they  did  not  insist  or  propose 
a  postponement;  they  were  silent  about  them  until  the  Orthodox  party 
proposed,  through  one  of  their  number,  (Ev.  vol  i.  p.  69,)  that  those 
cases  should  be  laid  over.     To  this.  Friends  made  no  objection ;  but 
the  reason  assigned  for  it,  is  fatal  to  the  argument  of  the  chief  justice. 
It  was,  that  the  meeting  was  not  in  a  fit  state,  not  competent  to  con- 
sider them.     Why  not  in  a  fit  state?     If  legally  organized  and  con- 
stituted, why  could  they  not  consider  them  ?     The  Orthodox  had 
the  guidance,  so  far  as  human  means  and  reason  go,  to  see  that  the 
conclusion  was  correct.     What  right  had  they  to  say  that  the  bond 
of  the  meeting  was  gone  ?  that  the  Great  Head  of  the  church  would 
not  preside,  and  the  light  direct  theni  to  the  proper  end  ?    Is  not  this 
an  open  admission  that  Quakerism  was  not  there?     That  there  was 
no  yearly  meeting  ?     He  who  understands  their  principles,  instead 
pf  finding  in  these  facts  an  admission  of  the  right  and  legality  of  the 
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ting,  will  find  a  clear  admission  of  the  truth  on  which  I  insist 
re  was  no  unity  ;  no  yearly  meeting ;  we  are  not  bound  by  what 
done  at  that  unlawful  assemblage. 

n  this  course  the  minority  found  their  interest,  their  object  was 
;ponement;  they  could  in  the  meantime  effect  other  purposes, 
other  snares,  have  more  dealing  with  the  refractory,  and  remove 
n  out  of  the  way,  deprive  them  of  their  membership  and  their 
its,  according  to  their  summary  mode  of  justice.  Is  this  iroputa- 
;  harsh  ?  Mark  their  conduct  They  were  willing  to  postpone 
ie  matters  because  the  meeting  was  unfit  to  deal  with  them;  yet 
Y  proposed,  and  in  spite  of  all  opposition  carried  a  measure  of  the 
it  odious  character,  affecting  all  these  questionSy  and  both  de- 
led  for,  and  used  as  the  instrument  of  oppression' and  disownment 
heir  adversaries.  They  could  not  adjust  these  difficulties  which 
e  there  ready  for  consideration  and  adjustment,  but  they  could 
oint  a  committee  of  their  own  number  exclusively y  to  go  down 
he  inferior  meetings  to  interfere  with,  and  control  or  punish,  all 
)  resisted  them.  Where  was  consistency  and  candour  when  this 
irement  was  made  ?  It  was  saying  to  their  opponents,  we  will  not 
le  the  question  with  you  now;  you  are  here,  we  should  be  troubled 
you,  but  we  will  let  these  pass  until  another  meeting ;  in  the  mean- 
ile,  we  will  send  down  our  agents  to  your  meetings,  deal  with  you, 
)wn  you,  scatter  you  abroad,  and  then  we  shall  be  able  to  triumph 
T  your  scattered  and  broken  fragments. 

f  the  meeting  was  npt  in  a  situation  to  do  one,  it  was  not  to  do 
other  of  these  things.  They  affected  the  same  interests  and  in* 
iduals ;  had  to  do  with  the  same  subjects ;  related  to  the  same 
itroversies.  One  of  them  they  were  unfit  tado  ;  the  other,  with 
ir  Orthodox  clerk  at  the  table,  they  had  the  power  to  accomplish, 
I  they  did  accomplish  it,  to  the  utter  dismay  of  all  who  loved  the 
iety  and  its  peace,  more  than  they  loved  power  and  victory  over 
»se  whom  they  hated  and  despised. 

This  proposition  for  the  appointment  of  committees  was  made 
an  offensive  way,  from  an  offensive  source,  and  was  earnestly  re- 
ted,  but  it  was  adopted,  and  without  even  a  pretence  of  respect  for 
ity.  The  members  of  it  were  nominated  by  the  Orthodox,  and 
re  all  Orthodox.  Was  this  the  act  of  a  yearly  meeting  ?  At  any 
ler  age  of  this  society  it  would  have  met  the  decided  condom na- 
n  of  every  faithful  Quaker. 

Its  effects  could  not  have  been  unforeseen.  This  committee  did 
down ;  they  interfered  everywhere ;  they  led  to  confusion  in 
nost  every  meeting  into  which  they  entered.  'I  beg  the  court  to 
:all  the  facts  which  have  been  read  from  the  Evidence,  and  con- 
nplate  the  consequences. 

Disownments  became  common  ;  whoever  became  obnoxious,  be- 
use  he  was  not  submissive,  was  subjected  to  this  summary  process, 
en  and  women  were  alike  the  subjects  of  its  application ;  and 
stress  was  carried  wherever  their  power  was  felt  and  acknow- 
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ledged.     Meetings  as  well  as  members  were  driven  from  the  com* 
munion  and  fellowship  of  these  exclusive  Friends  ;  these,  who  alone 
are  pure  in  doctrine  and  conduct.     The  feelings  suited  to  such  con- 
jduet  I  leave  to  the  sensibilities  of  the  court 

But  sirs,  the  great  charge  against  the  defendants,  that  on  which  the 
chief  justice  and  the  counsel  rely  to  deprive  us  of  our  rights  and 
property,  is  the  fact,  that  we  consulted  together,  withdrew,  and  held 
a  yearly  meeting  elsewhere.  We  are  charged  with  holding  secret 
and  private  meetings  to  concert  our  schemes  and  execute  our  plans 
of  separation,  and  we  did  separate. 

A  history,  honestly  written,  of  all  our  proceedings,  would  be  one 
of  which,  neither  now  nor  hereafter,  we  need  to  feel  ashamed.  Its 
substance  may  be  told  in  a  few  words.  When  we  met  with  etch 
other  and  saw  tlie  disorganized  state  of  that  body  which  we  loved, 
as  ancient  Friends  had  loved  it,  our  hearts  were  affected.  We  saw 
the  spirit  of  Keith  and  ihe  separatists  dominant  and  overbearinf^ 
We  consulted  together ;  we  sympathized  with  each  other ;  a  few 
met  in  the  evening  to  see  if  they  would  be  guided  by  the  light  of 
truth  to  something  which  might  restore  peace.  A  larger  number 
subsequently  met  for  the  same  purpose.  On  Thursday  or  fifth-day 
evening,  a  more  general  conference  took  place.  By  that  time,  all 
hope  was  destroyed.  The  clerk  had  been  forced  upon  us;  our 
grievances  were  postponed  and  not  to  be  redressed,  because  the 
yearly  meeting  was  not  competent  to  consider  them,  and  there  was 
no  possibility  of  relief,  while  that  assemblage  remained  constituted 
as  it  then  was,  and  there  was  no  practicable  mod^of  change  within 
the  body,  but  by  force  and  violence.  We  considered  it  proper  to  com- 
municate our  feelings  and  views  to  all  the  society ;  but  we  still 
waited  ;  we  did  not  agree  on  an  address  to  them  until  afler  the  last 
violent  act  of  oppression,  the  appointment  of  the  committee.  To 
this  we  could  not  submit ;  we  were  driven  and  forced  to  make  ao. 
appeal  to  Friends ;  there  was  no  mode  of  arresting  the  evil,  but  by 
appealing  to  the  members,  to  prepare  them  for  the  consequences  of 
this  headlong  spirit  of  Orthodoxy. 

The  epistle  was  then  signed  and  prepared  for  circulation,  and  other 
epistles  were  prepared  at  subsequent  meetings.  The  attention  of 
the  court  is  earnestly  requested  to  these  epistles.  They  have  been 
greatly  misrepresented,  or  strangely  misunderstood.  The  first  was 
notf  as  has  been  stated,  addressed  to  partizans  and  a  combination, 
but  to  Friends  generally.  It  was  an  appeal  to  all,  in  relation  to  the 
distresses  which  then  pervaded  the  society.  The  facts  which  all 
these  writings  state  are  truths,  and  truths  established,  conclusively, 
by  the  evidence  in  this  cause.  They  breathe  only  an  earnest  desire 
after  peace,  unity,  and  the  restoration  of  the  society  to  its  ancient 
usages  and  discipline.  They  complain,  indeed,  of  wrongs,  but  in 
the  spirit  of  resistance  to  theni  which  became  their  profession.  We 
boldly  challenge  for  them  all,  a  comparison  with  those  which  have 
been  issued  by  our  accusers.     Place  them  by  the  side  of  each  other, 
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ad  we  will'  let  them  be  tried  either  by  the  spirit  and  priDcipIes  of 
irly  Friends,  or  by  any  other  which  are  fair,  and  honourable,  and 
ist.  It  is  not  my  purpose  here  to  assail  the  language  and  epistles 
f  our  adversaries,  or  I  should  find  full  scope  for  invective. 

It  was  declared  in  these  epistles  that  it  was  time  <<  to  seek  a  quiet 
strcat  from  this  scene  of  confusion  ;^^  and  it  has  been,  I  think,  un- 
lirly  inferred,  that  we  thereby  declare  our  purpose  to  separate  from 
le  yearly  meeting,  to  desert  the  society.  Is  this  true  ?  Is  it  not 
[le  very  burden  of  our  complaint  that  the  peace  of  the  society  had 
een  interrupted,  and  we  desired  to  restore  if,  and  that  we  sought 
[le  countenance  of  Friends  everywhere  to  aid  in  restoring  it  We 
id  not  seek  to  desert  the  society,  but  finding  no  unity  in  Arch  street, 
^e  desired  so  to  conduct  as  to  find  unity,  in  other  arrangements. 
>oes  the  declaration  that  we  desired  a  quiet  retreat  from  disorder^ 
ix>ve  us  to  be  the  turbulent,  and  restless,  and  disorderly  persons  we 
ave  been  represented  ?  Did  any  of  our  conferences  at  that  time  ; 
ave  any  of  our  meetings  from  the  lowest  to  the  highest,  since  that 
ime,  merited  the  denunciations  which  have  been  poured  upon  them? 
Vhere  and  when  did  they  resemble  <<  the  pandemoniums  of  devils." 
r  who  among  us  have  so  acted  as  to  give  justice  to  such  anathemas. 
»irs,  for  my  clients  I  repel  such  allegations  with  the  indignation  they 
lerit.  Our  conferences  there — our  meetings  at  all  times  have  been 
uch  as  became  Quakers-^peaceful  and  sincere — though  they  have 
ften  been  scenes  of  distress,  arising  from  afflictions  which  came  from 
without 

The  testimony  of  Samuel  Bettle  has  been  relied  upon,  to  show 
hat  our  conferences  or  caucuses,  as  they  have  been  styled,  were  held 
lefore  and  during  the  yearly  meeting,  by  the  admission  of  John 
3omly.  Whatever  John  Comly  has  at  any  time  stated,  I  am  will* 
ng  to  receive  as  true.  He  was,  and  he  is  a  most  worthy  man, 
Lgainst  whose  character  no  fact  ever  existed  and  perhaps  no  slander 
iver  was  breatlied.  He  did,  doubtless,  confer  with  his  companions 
md  friends,  often  and  painfully,  upon  the  state  of  society,  and  on 
:he  oppressions  to  which  they  were  subjected.  Could  he  do  other- 
wise ?  Was  he  blind  that  he  could  not  see — deaf  that  he  could  not 
bfear — insensible  that  he  could  not  feel — and  lukewarm  that  he  took 
no  interest  in  the  peace  a^d  welfare  of  the  society  ?  No,  John 
Comly  admitted,  and  I  avow,  that  not  only  he,  but  others,  often  con- 
ferred upon  the  evils  and  the  remedy.  But  was  this  against  disci- 
pline ?  It  was  in  its  very  spirit.  Was  it  disorganizing  in  its  cha- 
racter ?  It  was  in  the  temper  of  those  who  bore  chains  and  sought 
by  peac^ul  meansy  to  break  them.  And  who  had  a  right  to  com- 
plain of  it  ?  Are  these  elders  so  clothed  with  the  sacredness  of  au- 
thority and  majesty,  that  their  acts  must  not  be  questioned  nor  their 
errors  be  the  subjects  of  complaint  and  redress  ? 

After  the  conferences,  and  agreeing  on  the  address,  it  was  decided 
to  have  a  general  meeting  in  sixth  month,  of  such  as  concurred  in 
feeling  and  opinion  with  them.     Had  matters  remained  as  the^ 
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might  have  been  the  result  of  that  meeting.  It  might  have  resulted 
in  other  counsels  and  other  conduct  But  the  spirit  of  Orthodoxy 
is  restless.  It  seemed  resolved  to  pursue  its  course  heedless  of  re- 
sults, to  leave  no  means  of  exasperation  untried.  Before  this  met- 
ing assembled,  the  committee  had  begun  their  work,  and  it  had  be- 
come manifest  that  we  must  be  ^driven  to  the  last  extremity.  This 
meeting  was  more  numerous,  and  no  hope  being  left,  they  dete^ 
mined  to  call  a  yearly  meeting,  in  other  words,  a  meeting  of  the 
whole  society.  6re6n  street,  and  the  southern  quarter  had  been 
declared  to  be  laid  down,  and  these  Orthodox  lovers  of  peace  were 
hastening  on  to  the  overthrow  of  all  those  persons  and  meeting 
whom  they  could  not  control.  The  only  mode  of  defence— ^f 
saving  their  separate  and  independent  existence  as  men  and  meet- 
ings, was  to  withdraw  from  the  theatre  of  their  power,  and  reorgan- 
ize the  yearly  meeting  in  such  way  as  to  prevent  their  aggressions. 

That  we  had  the  power  and  the  right  to  do  this,  need  not  be 
argued,  unless  we  were  indeed  slaves,  subjected  to  hopeless,  unmiti- 
gated and  irrepealable  despotism.  That  the  act  could  take  away 
none  of  our  rights,  I  do  humbly  insist 

This  yearly  meeting  met  in  tenth  month,  and  it  is  said  to  be  a  re- 
volution, a  secession,  a  new  yearly  meeting,  unlawful  because  held  at 
an  unlawful  time  and  place,  and  to  have  been  established  because  we 
entertained  religious  doctrines  and  faith  irreconcilable  with  those  of 
Friends.  It  was  not  a  revolution,  or  secession — but  a  restoration  of 
the  discipline,  a  reorganization  of  the  yearly  meeting. — A  revolu- 
tion is  a  change  not  of  the  men,  but  of  the  principles  of  an  institu- 
tion— not  a  removal  of  grievances  only,  but  the  substitution  of  new 
principles,  and  powers,  and  guards.  Nothing  of  this  was  done.  No 
new  principle — no  change — no  new  power.  The  society  was  re- 
organized— to  organize  is  to  construct  so  that  one  part  may  co-operate 
with  another.  Our  action  was  but  the  renewal  of  the  original  con- 
struction, by  removing  and  replacing  what  was  defective  and  in- 
jured. 

Why  was  it  a  new  yearly  meeting  ?  The  chief  justice,  (Opinion, 
54,  5Sj)  and  the  counsel,  call  the  Arch  street  meeting  the  aticient 
yearly  meeting.  Where  do  they  find  the  name — it  has  never  as  we 
know,  been  so  called.  And  who  gives  to  the  reorganized  meeting 
the  name  of  new  ?  We  never  so  called  it — never  so  admitted  it 
We  called  and  still  insist  that  it  is  the  very  same  which  was  establish- 
ed at  Burlington  much  more  than  a  century  ago,  and  has  been  sus- 
tained, in  its  integrity,  against  all  assailants,  from  George  Keith 
downward,  through  all  the  changes  of  time  and  place,  which  con- 
venience and  the  good  of  the  society  demanded.  It  was  not,  it  is 
true,  held  at  Arch  street,  nor  on  the  second  second  day  of  fourth 
month  ;  but  was  it  less  valid  for  that  ?  There  were  three  sessions 
of  this  very  yearly  meel\u^\unvi^-^.  Vva^^^^Vv^lijeien  changed 
more  than  once.     And  it  AiCiYi  ^Vi^ftX.  mw\^^  \aRfc^\\^l,x«5^\\fc^, 
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fen  the  people  who  now  meet  there^  may  be  compelled  to  ohange ;' 
Jt  will  they  lose  aught  of  their  character  thereby.  They  will  steadily 
9Dy  ihiB,  should  the  necessity  fall  upon  them  ;  and  I  at  least  will 
3t  be  found  insisting  that  they  have  lost  their  rights,  or  should  lose 
leir  property  thereby.  Time  and  place  are  not  and  never  have 
^en  of  the  essence  df  any  society  or  institution.  Should  the  mem- 
nrs  hereafter  resolve  again  to  meet  in  Burlington,  or  should  all  the 
riends  in  New  Jersey,  think  it  wise  and  expedient,  even  against 
e  wish  of  others,  to  hold  a  separate  yearly  meeting  in  their  own 
ite,  as  they  surely  ought  to  do,  if  they  are  to  be  subjected  to  Arch 
id  Pine  street  domination  in  Philadelphia,  would  they  thereby 
ase  to  be  Friends,  and  must  their  property  escheat  to  the  lordi 
oprietors  in  that  city  or  in  London  ?  Such  would  be  the  appro- 
iate  result  according  to  the  principles  advocated  in  this  cause ;  but 
eh  propositions  are  too  monstrous  for  discussion  when  stripped  of 
e  covering  which  has  been  thrown  around  them. 
But  it  is  earnestly  insisted  that  we  withdrew  on  account  of  do^ 
nes,  religious  faith  and  opinions.  Now  we  have  made  many  com- 
lints  of  impropriety  in  our  adversaries,  but  when  did  we  complain 

their  religious  faith,  or  when  declare  that  we  could  not  remain  with 
em  on  account  of  their  religious  doctrines  ?  It  has  been  argued  by 
B  counsel,  that  our  epistle  declares  that  there  are  doctrines  which  one 
rty  thinks  salutary  and  the  other  spurious,  and  therefore,  that  we 
knowledge  this  as  a  cause  of  separation.  I  shall  hereafter  call  the 
tention  of  the  court  to  the  subject  of  religious  principles,  on  the 
»int8  on  which  the  Orthodox  have  chosen  to  place  the  controversy, 
d  I  trust  relieve  my  clients  from  all  imputation  in  regard  to  the  fiiith 

early  Friends,  I  have  now  to  do  only  with' the  inferences  drawn 
>m  that  epistle,  and  I  ask,  is  this  treating  that  epistle  fairly  ?  Do  not 
e  counsel  themselves  admit  that  the  testimonies  are  called  doe* 
ineSf  and  has  it  not  been  proved,  that  this  term  is  applied  by  ancient 
riends,  as  well  to  the  testimonies  in  regard  to  conduct,  and  to  the 
inciples  of  their  discipline,  as  to  points  of  religious  fbith,  which 
e  usually  called  doctrines  by  others  ?  and  most  frequently  so  ap- 
ied  ?  And  when  we  have  complained  as  to  the  former,  not  as  to 
e  latter — when  our  controversies  have  uniformly  resulted  from 
eaches  of  discipline,  and  violation  of  the  principles  of  gospel 
der.  Friends  did  not  intend^  by  that  expression,  to  contraclict 
icir  language  and  conduct  on  other  occasions.  They  meant  td 
iply  the  word  in  the  appropriate  Quaker  meaning  to  the  difficulties 
hich  then  existed.  An  attempt  had  been  made  to  abridge  their 
iristian  liberty,  by  an  exposition  of  faith  or  religious  creed — and  it 
as  one  of  their  leading  doctrines  and  principles,  which  they  held 
I  common  with  ancient  Friends,  that  no  creed,  save  in  the  languafpt 
r  Scripture,  was  to  be  tolerated.  This  is  one  of  those  doctrines 
hich  they  considered  sound  and  edifying,  securing  liberty  oC  «»cnf- 
;ience,  and  conforming  to  their  be\ie(  \n  vVi^Xv^V^V^v^-  ^?!^J^ 
e  court  will  recall  the  precise  pomt  on  Yrti\da  e^as^  o1^€vt 

86 


ties  aroie,  they  will  perceive  that  they  are  all,  what  in  their  system 
of  faith  and  discipline  are  appropriately  called  doctrines — ^principlei 
of  religious  conduct  nni  action,  taught  by  the  light  within,  as  I  bfe 
heretofore  feebly  attempted  to  explain  it 

In  conclusion  of  the  objections,  we  are  also  told^  that  this  yearlj 
meeting  cannot  be  true  and  lawful,  because  it  lias  not  been  recog- 
nized by  other  yearly  meetings.  But  by  what  yearly  meeting?  Bj 
certain  Orthodox  ones.  And  because  they  do  not  acknowledge  and 
correspond  with  us,  therefore  we  are  false  and  not  genuine  Qu^ 
kers.  This,  to  say  the  least  of  it,  is  a  very  convenient  mode  of  set- 
tling rights  and  acquiring  property.  Two  parties  arise,  and  the  one 
says  to  the  other,  we  don't  recognize  you,  therefore  you  must  gi?e 
us  your  property.     Such  reasoning  may  pass  for  what  it  is  worth. 

It  is  not  true  that  our  yearly  meeting  has  not  been  recognized  bf 
others.  It  first  assembled  in  Green  street,  in  October,  1827.  The  jeu^ 
ly  meeting  of  Baltimore  was  held  one  week  afterwards.  It  was  a  united 
body ;  no  division  or  separation  had  taken  place,  and  it  sent  an  epistle  to 
us,  the  only  mode  of  recognition  known  in  the  Quaker  system.  lo 
the  subsequent  year,  we  again  received  an  epistle  from  it,  by  an  im* 
mense  majority.  We  have  also  received  epistles  from  the  great  body 
of  the  yearly  meeting  of  New  York,  and  from  other  yearly  meet- 
ings. In  this  respect,  we  stand  on  at  least  an  equal  footing  with  the 
Orthodox,  as  we  do  in  all  other  respects,  except  so  far  as  the  yearly 
meeting  of  London  is  concerned.  As  we  do  not  admit  that  thitii 
either  the  seat  of  papal  power,  or  the  centre  and  controller  of  the 
church,  we  will  not  consent  that  our  rights  shall  be  measured  by  oar 
conformity  to  it,  or  our  subservience  to  its  will.  And  we  are  lea 
disposed  to  give  our  Consent,  because  they  decided,  before  they  had 
received  any  statement  or  exposition  from  us ;  they  measured  oar 
opinions  and  conduct  by  the  representation  of  adversaries  and  ene- 
mies ;  they  condemned  us  unheard.  Sirs,  those  who  agree  with  us, 
in  sustaining  the  ancient  testimonies  of  the  society,  in  preserving  the 
ancient  landmarks  of  discipline  against  those  who  would  destroy 
them,  are^  as  you  know  from  the  evidence,  an  immense  majority 
within  the  limits  of  Philadelphia,  Maryland,  New  York,  and  other 
yearly  meetings  on  this  continent,  and  shall  it  be  tolerated,  that  their 
rights  under  our  institutions^  shall  be  suspended  on  the  will  or  in- 
Mlibility  of  a  meeting  in  London  or  elsewhere?  We  have  not  so 
learned  the  tenure  by  which  we  hold  our  rights,  and  we  do  not  dread 
the  instruction  which  this  court  is  about  to  give  us  on  this  point 
We  have  been  guilty  of  no  violations  of  law;  we  have  acted  as  our 
consciences  dictated,  and  demand  before  forfeitures  are  inflicted,  that 
We  be  proved  guilty  of  offences  worthy  of  forfeiture.  Our  epistles 
declare  our  principles,  and  exhibit  our  actions:  we  have  establidied 
no  new  or  dangerous  society;  we  follow  where  our  fathers  trod;  we 
ffve  no  new  principles  of  dv^l^lme  or  of  conduct;  we  have  no  new 
uith  io  ofler  to  our  brelVireu  ot  \!ti^  v)Qt\dL%  xw^  \!i««  x^at^xs^  ^^tsxoai 
Mlvatioiu    And  we  ca£L  upoa  \}ca&  dOKxtX.  cm&^^idL^  \i^  ^ft^oao^'^fl^ 


the  facts  which  precededi  the  temper  which  existed,  and  the  eam^ 
duct  which  was  exhibited  in  the  yearly  meeting  of  1897,  fully,  per^ 
feclly  juMJied  us  in  law  and  in  morals,  in  seeking  a  quiet  retreat 
from  that  scene  of  confusion,  and  that  we  did  not  thereby,  forfeit 
our  rights  and  lose  our  property. 

The  court  adjourned. 


Tuesday  afternoon. 
Mb.  Southabd  resumed : 

The  yearly  meeting  of  1827,  is  an  important  matter  in  the  present 
controversy.  It  has  been  made  so,  not  only  in  the  argument  of  the 
counsel,  but  in  the  opinion  of  the  learned  judges,  who  gave  advice 
to  the  chancellor.  It  was  for  that  reason,  though  I  did  not  believe 
that  the  cause  depended  thereon,  that  I  called  attention  to  the  pre* 
vious  state  of  the  yearly  meeting,  to  justify  my  clients  when  they 
endeavoured  to  seek  a  safe  retreat  from  oppression  and  confusion. 

I  endeavoured  to  show  the  previous  condition  of  the  society.  By 
a  iisw  acts,  I  endeavoured  to  show  how  the  leaders  conducted  theia* 
selves,  and  how  they  compelled  others  to  act.  When  circumstances 
are  considered,  it  will  not  appear  that  my  clients  have  acted  incav- 
tiously  or  imprudently.  From  1823  to  1827,  there  was  one  eon* 
tinued  scene  of  confusion.  In  the  limits  of  the  Philadelphia  quar-' 
terly  meeting,  there  was  not  a  meeting  free  from  disturbance.  AU 
the  benefits  promised  by  the  founders  of  this  society,  if  founders  they 
could  be  called,  were  rendered  nugatory  by  this  state  of  thingpi 
Friends  acted  with  proper  regard  to  their  original  principles  in  with- 
drawing. There  was  not  a  month  in  which  the  peace  and  order  of 
the  society  were  not  put  to  flight.  The  authors  of  the  confusion  had 
for  their  leaders  on  every  movement,  the  men  who  had  taken  offisnce 
at  Elias  Hicks  in  1819,  and  that  other  individual  who  was  so  closely 
identified  with  his  opponents,  as  to  be  incapable  of  acting  impartially. 
Samuel  Bcttle  had  to  judge  in  relation  to  Green  street  meeting;  and 
Samuel  Battle  was  a  committee-man,  to  whom  the  affairs  of  that 
meeting  had  been  referred.  On  the  affairs  of  the  southern  quarterly 
meeting,  Samuel  Bettle  was  also  a  committee-man.  In  all  cases  hie 
was  a  party,  and  how  could  he  decide  correctly  as  a  iudge? 

Samuel  Bettle  is  a  human  being — a  man.  After  being  the  active 
partisan,  he  comes  to  the  yearly  meetin|,  and  places  himself  there^ 
not  as  a  member,  but  as  a  judge,  and  left  no  hope  to  them  who  fdt 
themselves  aggrieved  by  the  party  to  which  he  was  attached. 

There  was  an  extensive  meeting  of  Friends,  but  there  was,  and 
could  be  no  yearly  meeting.     There  was  no  bond  of  affection,  no 
unity.    It  was  "  Greece,  but  living  Greece  uo  toostfc."    '^Vftk  wh- 
ment  that  Samuel  Bettle  took  posBeaaiou  ol  li^e  fSm>uiMLV^^*^^^^V 
he  spirit  of  unity  fled.     It  was  then  ai  mijwwJaX^  \SmX.^«»«««^ 


be  a  living  yearly  meeting,  as  it  would  have  been,  if  not  one  Friend 
had  been  guided  by  love  and  unity. 

Some  of  our  witnesses  have  improperly,  as  I  think,  spoken  of  the 
obange  that  was  effected  as  a  revolution.  Others  have  ^ken  of  it 
as  a  reorganization.  That  is  the  true  word.  Organization  is  the 
arrangement  of  the  component  parts  of  a  body.  Reorganization  ii 
a  new  arrangement  of  the  same  component  parts.  Those  who  effected 
the  reorganization,  meant  to  call  back  the  spirit  of  unity,  so  as  to 
form  one  body  out  of  those  who  agreed  in  sentiment 

It  was  this  they  accomplished.  It  was  this  they  sought  for.  When 
I  come  to  certain  general  principles,  I  shall  be  obliged  to  review 
several  of  these  points.     I  therefore  leave  them  for  the  present 

It  is  said  by  the  other  party,  that  when  we  seceded  from  the  Arch 
street  yearly  meeting,  we  seceded  from  the  early  faith  of  the  society^ 
and  thereby  forfeited  all  claims  to  its  property.  I  enter  my  protest 
against  this  conclusion.  Connexion  with  Arch  street  is  no  suffieieot 
evidence  of  sound  faith  ;  to  meet  elsewhere  is  no  proof  that  m 
have  deserted  the  faith  of  our  fathers. 

Although  our  protest  on  this  point  has  been  entered  on  the  bill, 
and  we  have  declared  that  we  have  not  changed,  the  learned  coamel 
has  affirmed  that  he  would  fasten  on  us  the  charge  of  hereay.  Hai 
he  succeeded  ?  It  shall  be  my  endeavour  to  show  that  the  opposite 
party  did  not  understand,  or  has  not  correctly  represented,  the  doc- 
trines of  the  society,  and  that  we  have  not  deserted  them. 

This  is  strange  employment  for  counsel.  I  am  no  theologian ;  I 
have  not  made  such  questions  the  business  of  my  life.  I  approach 
the  subject  with  diffidence  ;  but  its  difficulty  must  not  deter  roe  from 
i^y  duty.  In  discharging  it,  I  shall,  of  course,  be  compelled  to  rely 
on  what  I  have  been  able  to  gather  from  the  labours  of  a  few  writers; 
and,  whenever  I  can,  I  shall  use  their  phraseology  without  Telu^ 
lance. 

I  shall  take  the  questions  as  they  have  been  submitted  by  the  op- 
posite party ;  divide  them,  as  they  have  divided  them,  consider  tbein 
fairly,  and  then  leave  it  to  the  court  to  say,  how  far  the  Orthodoi 
party  have  come  up  to  this  standard  ;  how  far  we  have  iallen  short 
of  it 

Our  opponents  have  selected  three  given  doctrines,  and  requireour 
consciences  to  be  tested  in  relation  to  them.  They  do  not  compbin 
of  us,  as  generally  heretical,  but  as  heretical  on  a  few  points ;  and  be- 
ing so,  we  must  be  turned  out  of  the  church. 

I  do  not  believe  that  the  members  of  any  church  could  stand  i 
scrutiny,  conducted  on  such  principles.  If  you  were  to  take  the  con* 
fession  of  faith  of  the  presbyterian  sect,  and  make  belief  in  each  of  its 
doctrines — in  those,  for  instance,  of  election  and  reprobation,  as  laid 
down  therein,  the  only  condition  of  membership,  you  would  scatter 
them  widely.  If  you  should  take  up  the  thirty-nine  articles  of  the 
episcopalians,  and  require  rigid  conformity  to  all  of  them,  from  all  the 
the  members,  you  wm\d  br«a^  \v^  tcvix^^  oC  their  churobes.    No 


irch  could  stand  sach  an  examination;  no  party  in  a  charoh  aboold 

.w  such  a  line,  and  require  others  to  believe  up  to  it 

rhe  first  doctrine  we  are  to  consider,  is,  that  of  the  trinity,  a  doc- 

le  that  has  been  the  subject  of  controversy,  from  the  latter  part  of 

!  second  century,  down  to  the  present  moment 

rhe  meaning  of  the  word  is  sufficiently  fixed.     It  denotes  the  doc- 

le  of  three  persons  in  the  Godhead — the  three  united  in  one— the 

me  God.    It  means  this,  and  nothing  more  or  less. 

rhis  doctrine  was  not  a  subject  of  debate,  during  the  first  and  a  part 

the  second  century  of  the  christian  era,  either  because  it  was  then 

:  known,  or  because  it  was  not  then  doubted.     But  from  near  the 

nmencement  of  the  third  century— 4rom  the  days  of  Tertullian^ 

I  of  the  second  council  of  Constantinople,  it  has  been  the  constant 

ject  of  Controversy. 

Pertullian  was  the  first  to  use  the  word  person.     From  that  time 

the  present,  no  trinitarian  has  denied  the  word,  or  something 

t  corresponded  to  it   The  words  person,  upostasU^  and  praaopofiy 

'e  ever  been  those  by  which  trinitarians  have  expressed  their  ideas, 

Greek  word  uposiasis  having  been  used  in  the  eastern,  and  the 
tin  word  person  in  the  western  empire.  There  has  always  been  a 
feet  uniformity  on  this  point,  among  trinitarians,  not  in  the  modes 
explanation  and  the  language  used,  but  in  the  idea  of  the  fact 
B  word  person  or  uposiasis,  or  prosopan^  was  perhaps  used  ori- 
lally  by  the  ancient  fathers,  without  due  caution,  and  from  the  po- 
ty  of  language.  But  it  was  used  uniformly,  to  express  their 
eement  among  themselves,  and  their  disagreement  with  others,  in 
ition  to  the  doctrine  itself. 

!n  an  early  period  of  the  church,  the  Sabellians  and-  others  denied 
:  existence  of  any  real  distinction  in  the  Grodhead,  and  asserted, 
t  the  Father,  Son,  and  Holy  Spirit,  were  merely  attributes  of 
d,  in  the  name  of  difierent  ways  in  which  he  revealed  himself  to 
nkind,  or  of  difierent  relations  which  he  bore  to  them,  and  in  which 
acted.  The  believers  in  the  trinity,  used  the  word  person  to  ex- 
iss  a  real  not  a  nominal  distinction  ;  and,  that,  although  God  was 
nerically  one,  in  essence  and  in  attributes,  yet,  that  the  Son  and 

Holy  Ghost,  do,  in  some  respects,  truly  and  really,  not  merely 
ninaliy  and  logically,  difier  from  the  Father.  (Stuart's  Letters, 
—22. ) 

Frinitarians  believe,  that  the  <<  only  living  and  true  God,  exists  in 
rinity  of  persons — ^the  Father,  Son,  and  Holy  Ghost ;  the  Father 
>f  none,  neither  begotten  nor  proceeding.  The  Son  is,  in  a  mys- 
ious  manner,  eternally  begotten  of  the  Father,  and  is  a  divine  per- 
I,  equally  with  the  Father.  The  Holy  Ghost  is  also  a  divine  penon, 
receding  from  the  Father  and  the  Son,  from  all  eternity.  And 
ise  three  are  one ;  the  same  in  substance,  equal  in  power,  and  in 
►ry."  (Miller's  Letters,  78.)    • 

This,  I  understand  to  ^  the  trinitarian  doctrine — the  unity  of  the 
*ee  persons  in  the  Godhead.    What  they  dialiacXV}  xcvtf»\  Vs^  \«t- 


BOD,  or  upostasiSf  it  is  not  neeeamy  for  me  to  explain.  This  is  not 
the  time,  nor  the  plac^,  nor  I  the  prophet  for  sueh  a  task.  Let  him, 
who  at  any  time  attempts  it,takeofif  his  shoes,  for  the  place  on  which 
he  stands  is  holy.  It  is  sufficient  for  me,  that  the  three  words  all  n- 
press  distinction — difference  in  the  Godhead.  The  most  eomroon 
word,  person,  means  the  quality,  state,  or  condition,  whereby  one 
differs  from  another ;  ^per  se  una;  naiurm  rattonaKs  indiviAm 
3ubsiantiaB.^*  Those  who  read  Cicero,  will  recognize  these  words 
as  his.  My  object  is  not  to  explain  this  distinction,  or  the  doctrine 
of  the  trinity,  but  only  to  inquire  what  it  is,  by  all  who  believe  ia  it, 
80  as  to  apply  that  belief  to  the  developments  which  have  been  made 
by  the  complainants,  and  thereby  test  the  value  of  their  pretences  oo 
this  point 

The  works  that  explain  this  doctrine  are  without  number.  They 
begin,  I  believe,  with  that  of  Tertullian,  Liber  Jidveraus  PraxeuSyuA 
come  down  to  the  last  controversial  publications  of  the  trinitariiBi 
and  unitarians,  in  England  and  America.  Reference  to  a  few  ooly 
must  answer  my  purpose. 

Tertullian,  who  wrote  the  apology  for  the  christians  before  the  be 
ginning  of  the  third  century,  used  both  the  word  person  and  the 
word  trinity.  The  apostles',  the  Athanasian,  and  the  Nicene  or  Coo- 
stantinopolitan  creeds,  the  latest  of  which  was  formed  in  the  yeir 
381,  and  all  of  which*  are  used  in  the  public  offices  of  the  chureh  of 
England,  and  a  subscription  to  which  is  required  of  the  established 
clergy,  and  was  required  of  dissentinz  teachers  by  the  toleratioa 
act,  till  relieved  by  the  19th  of  George  III.,  all  unite  in  both  term& 

The  Athanasian  creed  is  not,  I  believe,  used  by  the  episcopalian! 
of  America.  -  The  damnatory  clauses,  as  they  are  called,  were  not 
satisfactory  to  the  American  episcopalians.  They  were  <<  except 
every  one  do  keep  them  [i.  e.  the  particulars  of  this  creed]  whole 
and  undeiiled,  without  doubt  he  shall  perish  everlastingly/'  This  is 
not  used  here  :  and  it  is,  I  believe,  the  desire  of  many  of  the  epis- 
copalians of  England  that  it  should  not  be  used  there.  This  creed 
was  formed  by  one  hundred  and  fifty  bishops. 

The  last  mentioned  of  these  creeds  (the  Nicene)  uses  the  following 
phraseology : 

<<  They  believe  in  the  name  of  the  Father,  Son,  and  Holy  Ghost, 
so,  namely,  that  there  is  one  divinity,  power,  and  substance  of  the 
Father,  Son,  and  Holy  Ghost,  who  possess  equal  dignity  and  co-eternal 
dominion,  who  exist  in  three  most  perfect  hypostases,  or  three  pe^ 
feet  persons,  so  that  the  sect  of  Sabellius  shall  have  no  place,  which 
confounds  the  persons  and  takes  away  their  appropriate  qualities,  nor 
the  blasphemy  of  the  Eunomians,  Arians,  and  opposers  of  the  Holy 
Spirit  prevail,  which  destroys  the  substance,  and  nature,  and  divinity 
of  the  uncreated,  consubstantial,  and  coeteroal  trinity,  by  introducing 
a  posterior  nature,  of  a  difierent  siAstance,  and  created.'' 

This  clear  and  definite  exposition  of  the  doctrine  of  the  trinity  is 
sustained  by  all  the  pubWc  coi£e»aM>Tv%  «sA  cmeda  of  trinitarians  in 


egenerated  and  reformed  Christendom,  it  is  sustained  by  the  Lu* 
heran,  by  the  French  formed  in  1566,  by  the  Enelish  formed  in 
1562,  by  the  Belgian  in  1566,  the  Westminster  Confession  of  Faith 
n  1647,  tlie  Helvetian  in  1666,  by  that  of  Basil  in  1532,  by  that  of 
he  Waldesnes,  and  by  that  of  the  synod  of  Dort  in  1618.  All,  but 
>ne  of  these,  were  formed  before  the  time  of  Greorge  Fox,  and  it  is 
o  be  presumed  that  ancient  Friends  were  not  unacquainted  with  the 
lotions  of  at  least  a  part  of  them.   . 

In  all,  the  same  or  nearly  the  same  language  is  used,  and  this  un- 
lerstood  by  it,  three  perfect  persons. 

Take,  for  example,  the  English  confession  of  faith  of  1562.  It 
lays : 

^  The  Father,  Son,  and  Holy  Ghost,  be  of  one  power,  of  one 
najesty,  of  one  eterjiity,  of  one  Godhead,  and  one  substance.  And 
dthough  these  three  persons  be  so  divided,  that  neither  the  Father  is 
he  Son,  nor  the  Son  is  the  Holy  Ghost  nor  the  Father ;  yet,  never- 
heless,  we  believe  that  there  is  but  one  very  God. '' 
.  The  Westminster  confession,  which  was  approved  by  the  general 
iflsembly  of  divines  in  1647,  the  very  age  of  Fox,  and  which  has 
leen  adopted  by  all  the  presbyterian  churches  in  Great  Britain  and 
America,  and  assented  to  by  the  great  part  of  the  congregational 
churches  of  New  England,  conveys  the  same  idea.  And  the  cate- 
chism of  the  presbyterian  church  says : 

^  There  be  three  persons  in  the  Godhead,  the  Father,  the  Son 
lod  the  Holy  Ghost,  and  these  three  are  one  true,  eternal  God,  the 
tame  in  substance,  equal  in  power  and  glory,  although  distinguished 
)y  their  personal  properties." 

This  is  the  language  of  the  catechism  which  presbyterians  teach 
heir  children. 

The  doctrine  of  the  episcopal  church  is  to  be  found  in  the  first  of 
the  thirty-nine  articles.     It  says : 

^  In  the  unity  of  the  Godhead  there  be  three  persons,  of  one 
lubstance,  power  and  eternity,  the  Father,  the  Son  and  the  Holy 
Ghost." 

The  very  learned  Adam  Clarke,  who  speaks  the  'language  of  a 
very  numerous  and  respectable  sect  of  christians,  says,  in  the  close 
of  his  Commentaries  on  the  Bible,  that, 

«  One  of  the  principles  revealed  in  the  Scriptures,  is,  that  in  the 
one  uncreated,  unoriginated,  infinite,  and  eternal  Being,  there  is  a 
plurality  of  what  are  commonly  called  persons,  not  separately  sub- 
sisting, but  essentially  belonging  to  the  Godhead,  which  persons  are 
commonly  termed,  Father,  Son,  and  Holy  Ghost,  or  God,  the  Logos, 
and  the  Holy  Spirit,  and  these  are  generally  named  the  trinity." 

All  trinitarian  sects  give  the  same  general  definition  of  the  doc- 
trine, and  its  essential  and  necessary  feature  is,  that  there  is  in  the 
Godhead  a  threefold  mode  of  existence,  (mysterious  to  as,)  but  which 
carries  with  it,  the  idea  6f  an  ineffably  glorious  society  in  the  God- 


head.  Miller,  85.  I  refer  abo  laDr.  Barrow'a  ezposhioa  of  hie  viein 
on  this  point 

This  specific  point  of  faith,  I  mean  the  persons  of  the  trinity,  hai 
its  track  along  the  whole  course  of  christian  revelation,  nor  do  its  ad- 
vocates believe  it  is  found  exclusively  in  Christendom.  Many  go  m 
far  as  to  declare,  that  it  is  to  be  found  in  various  disguises,  in  the 
savage  lyilds. 

Indissolubly  connected  with  this  doctrine,  and  an  inseparable  put 
of  it,  is  the  spiritual  divinity  of  Jesus  Christ  Trinitarians  unite  irith 
the  sublime3t  o^  poets,  with  the  prophet  Isaiah,  ch.  Ix.  16.  Ixiv.  7,8^ 
9j  in  ascribing  to  him  the  name  Jehovah,  which  is  the  peculiar  and 
incommunicable  name  of  God,  and  imports  the  necessary,  independ- 
ent, and  eternal  existence  of  the  Most  High.  They  thus  adore  bim 
as  the  Lord,  the  Saviour,  the  Mighty  One  of  Jacob,  who  is  the  sum 
yesterday,  to-day,  and  for  ever.  And  they  believe  that  his  ezisteooe 
is  in  a  personality — a  person  both  human  and  divine— -that  manhood 
was  taken  into  God — and  that  he  could  and  did  thus  sufier  as  maDfar 
man,  and  merit  as  God  to  God.  Dr.  Eldwards  has  said,  in  his  His- 
tory of  Redemption,  page  19,  '<  that'the  appearance  of  God  since  the 
fall,  is  by  the  second  person  of  the  trinity,  and  he  is,  therefon^ 
called  the  image  of  the  invisible  God,  and  through  him  the  cbnitb 
has  a  representation  which  is  not  invisible.'' 

Nor  do  they  consider  this  distinctive  feature  of  their  fath  as  anim- 
portant,  and  about  which  they  may  say  that  it  is  a  logical  inferena^ 
and  that  they  express  no  opinion  of  it  But  they  believe  that,  upon 
the  proper  divinity  and  co-essentiality  of  each  of  the  three  persooiy 
hang  all  their  hopes  as  men,  and  comfort  as  christians,  and  that  then 
must  either  rise  with  it  to  unending  joys,  or  vanish  like  a  fleeting 
vision  for  ever. 

But,  essential  as  it  is,  they  do  not  pretend  to  explain  the  mode  or 
manner  of  the  triune  existence.  It  is  the  great  mystery  qfihekinf' 
dom  revealed^  not  explained;  believed  because  it  is  revealed,  but  not 
comprehended,  because  they  have  not  yet  seen  Ck>d  face  to  face,  and 
do  not  know  as  they  are  known. 

To  this  short  statement  of  my  conceptions  of  the  doctrine,  it  i% 
perhaps,  proper  for  me  to  add,  that  it  ought  not  to  be  condemned  ai 
unreasonable,  because  it  is  inexplicable,  so  long  as  our  reason  is  inca- 
pable of  rising  to  explore  the  existence,  or  span  the  glories  of  the 
upper  world.  Nay,  while  the  acutest  philosopher  amongst  us  cannot 
define  arid  explain  even  the  particles  of  grass  beneath  our  feet,  the 
atoms  which  float  in  the  atmosphere  around  us,  or  the  action  of  oor 
own  spirits,  in  our  own  bodies.  We  can  do  none  of  these.  We  ean- 
not,  by  the  puny  extension  of  our  geometry,  demonstrate  the  propo^ 
tions  and  arrangements  of  an  infinite  world,  nor  can  we  develope  the 
thousand  mysteries  of  nature  which  are  around  us,  nor  the  still  more 
glorious  mysteries  of  the  omniscience,  the  omnipresence,  and  the 
providence  of  Him  who  inhabiteth  eternity.  The  trinitarian  believef 
and  trembles.     «  Speak  LoxA,  fot  \Jvy  f^nraat  heareth.'' 


Taking  with  us  then,  this  doctrine  of  the  trinity,  which  is  the 
only  doctrine  of  trinitarians,  let  us  inquire,  in  the  first  place,  if  the 
eompkinants  are  trinitarians;  and,  in  the  second  place,  if  they  have 
i  right  to  denounce  my  clients  as  heretics,  and  demand  from  us  a  for- 
feiture of  our  civil  rights,  because  they  believe,  and  we  do  notfaelievQ 
this  doctrine,  and  do  not  take  this  name. 

What  do  they  tell  us  on  page  30,  of  their  answer  ? 

'<  In  the  first  place,  although  the  society  of  Friends  have  seldom 
nade  use  of  the  word  trinity,  yet  they  believe  in  the  existence  of.  the 
!*ather,  the  Son,  or  Word,  and  the  Holy  Spirit" 

Here  the  Friends  are  represented  as  believing  in  the  doctrine  of  the 
rinity,  though  they  seldom  use  the  word.  It  was  an  uncandid  exp 
iression.  When  did  Quakers  ever  use  the  word  trinity,  as  expressive 
{ their  faith,  or  as  conveying  their  opinions  on  this  subject  ?  When 
^enn  uses  it,  it  is  not  as  expressive  of  his  own  ideas,  but  of  those  of 
thers.  Otherwise  he  would  reject  his  own  declarations  again  and 
gain.  No  Quaker  ever  used  the  word  trinity  to  express  his  belief 
f  the  three  in  one.  They  may  have  used  it  in  controversy,  and  to 
Foid  misapprehension,  but  never  as  explaining  or  conveying  their 
wn  opinions. 

They  proceed .  to  say : 

We  believe  <<  that  the  Son  was  God,  and  became  flesh — that  there 
I  one  God  and  Father,  of  whom  are  all  things;  that  there  is  one 
4ord  Jesus  Christ,  by  whom  all  things  were  made,  who  was  glorified 
rith  the  Father  before  the  world  began,  who  is  Grod  over  all, 
leaaed  for  ever ;  that  there  is  one  Holy  Spirit,  the  promise  of  the 
*«tber  and  the  Son,  the  leader,  and  sanctifier,  and  comforter  of  his 
eople,  and  that  these  three  are  one,  the  Father,  the  Word,  and  the 
ipirit" 

Now  does  not  every  man  that  believes  in  the  Scriptures,  believe 
<  that  the  Son  was  God,  and  became  flesh ;  that  there  is  one  God  and 
i'atber,  of  whom  are  all  things ;  that  there  is  one  Lord  Jesus  Christ, 
y  whom  all  things  were  made,  who  was  glorified  with  the  Father 
lefore  the  world  began,  who  is  God  over  all,  blessed  for  ever;  that 
here  is  one  Holy  Spirit,  the  promise  of  the  Father  and  the  Son,  the 
aader,  and  sanctifier,  and  comforter  of  his  people,  and  that  theae 
hree  are  one,  the  Father,  the  Word,  and  the  Spirit" 

Where  is  the  christian  who  does  not,  in  his  own  modcy  believe 
his  ?  The  difierence  is  in  the  mode  of  believing,  and  that  mode  the 
)rthodox  have  not  explained. 

^  That  the  principal  difierence  between  the  people  called  Quakers, 
jid  the  other  protestant  trinitarian  sects,  in  regard  to  the  doctrine  of 
he  trinity,  is,  that  the  latter  attach  the  idea  of  individual  personage 
o  the  three,  as  what  they  consider  a  fair  logical  inference  from  the 
loctrines  expressly  laid  down  in  the  Holy  Scriptures." 

The  doctrine  is  not  truly  declared  here.  The  trinitarian  does  not 
nake  it  a  logical  inference.  The  trinitarian  believes  it  to  be  revealed, 
ind  directly  revealed.    Right  or  wrong,  that  is  his  belief. 
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1  am  not  satisAed  with  the  manner  in  which  the  phrase  <<  other 
protestant  trtnitarian  sects"  is  introduced.  When  was  the  Qoiker 
called  a  trinitarian  ?  or  his  sect  a  trinitarian  sect  ?  Sioee  the  riieof 
society  in  1647  till  the  present  period,  they  have  been  renrded  is 
dfaavowing  of  the  trinitarian  doctrine.  Neither  in  Mosheim  nor 
Milner,  neither  in  Adam  nor  in  John  Evans  are  they  represented  ii 
of  this  belief.  In  the  worlss  which  I  have  seen  which  profess  to 
give  the  sentiments  of  difiercnt  religious  denominations,  the  Frieods 
are  represented  as  differing  from  others  on  the  subject  of  the  trioi^. 
No  man  ever  dreamed  of  calling  the  Quakers  a  trinitarian  sect,  tiO 
the  present  controversy  arose.  They  have  not  treated  the  court  with 
candour  in  this  declaration.  The  whole  christian  world  has  beenio 
error,  if  the  Quakers  are  a  trinitarian  sect — according  to  the  unife^ 
^1  understanding  of  the  doctrine.  And  all  that  they  now  say  in  thii 
bill  may  be  true,  and  yet  by  constructions  put  upon  the  langoagef 
they  may  avoid  the  full  force  of  the  real  doctrine. 

I  am  not  convinced  that  the  <<  principal  difference  between  the 
Quakers  and  other  trinitarian  sects"  is  that  of  "the  logical  inference." 
That  '<  logical  inference,"  as  it  is  called,  is  of  the  very  essence  of  the 
doctrine;  for  without  it  the  doctrine  cannot  exist.  The  Orthodox  Qat- 
ker  and  the  trinitarian  stop  at  totally  distinct  points  in  their  progress. 
The  Orthodox  will  not  inquire  whether  there  are  distinct  yet  united 
persons,  but  leaves  that  to  Scripture  testimony.  The  trinitarian  ht- 
lieves  that  there  are  three  persons  or  hypostases,  but  does  not  define 
or  explain  what  person  or  hypostasis  means.  The  Orthodox  Friend 
stops  far  short  of  irinitarianism,  and  if  he  does  not,  he  is  no  Quaker. 
They  do  not  differ,  it  is  true,  according  to  their  statement  about  the 
words  of  the  bible.  They  agree  in  them  :  but  they  difier  in  the 
meaning  which  they  attach  to  them. 

I  am  confirmed  in  this  exposition  by  the  authorities  to  which  r^ 
ference  is  usually  made  by  them.  The  Confession  and  the  Ctte- 
ehism  of  Barclay,  and  the  letter  to  the  governor  and  council  of  Ba^ 
badoes,  do  not  express  the  ideas  which  trinitarians  attach  to  thetexb 
of  Scripture  therein  given.  They  are  quotations  from  Scripture  Im- 
guage  merely ;  and  when  the  judge  in  this  cause  inferred  from  them 
that  Barclay  was  a  trinitarian,  he  gave  to  ua  a  non  sequitvr.  How 
did  Barclay  understand  the  words  ?  How  does  the  unitarian  andc^ 
stand  them  ?  They  both  admit  they  are  part  of  the  inspired  volume. 
He  does  what  Barclay  did — he  uses  the  words.  And  he  does  what 
Barclay  did  not — he  explains  the  use  of  them. 
^  I  refer  to  page  2  of  the  Catechism,  and  to  page  106  of  the  Confes- 
aion.  There  you  will  find  the  passages  on  which  I  plant  myselt 
Barclay  there  quotes  the  passages  on  which  trinitarians  build ;  hut 
puts  no  construction  on  them  which  would  make  him  a  trinitarian. 

So  it  is  in  all  the  acts  of  the  society  to  which  I  have  had  acccsB. 
No  where  is  it  declared  that  Friends  are  trinitarians.  We  Icam  it 
now,  for  the  first  time,  when  they  come  into  court,  and  strive  to  jet 
possession  of  their  tve\%V\bo\it«?  >jtti^^ttY. 


001 

Iq  1815  Jesse  Kersey  published  a  work  on  the  principles  of  the 
siety  of  Friends.  It  purports  to  be  an  explanation  of  the  doctripea 
the  society  ;  and  it  was  published  under  the  sanction  of  the  mee^ 
I  for  suflerings.  It  contains  not  one  word  of  that  doctrine^  widi- 
t  which,  my  eloquent  friend  told  us,  there  could  be  no  true  cluris- 
nity.  Of  that  doctrine  which  he  told  us  was  the  alpha  and  omejut 
Orthodox  theology,  not  one  word  is  to  be  found  in  Kersey.  la  it 
t  strange,  he  should  have  omitted  what  is  so  essential  ?  It  was  a 
Ti  of  the  principles  which  it  was  his  professed  object  to  explain, 
[n  1825— as  late  as  that — the  leader  of  Orthodox  Friends  in 
io,  Elisha  Bates,  published  an  exposition  of  the  doctrines  of  the 
jety.  I  have  endeavoured  to  lay  my  hand  on  the  work,  but 
re  not  been  able  to  find  it  to-day.  It  was  in  1825  or  1826  that  an 
id  gentleman,  I  believe  the  autlior,  called  at  my  office,  and  pra- 
ted the  book  to  me.  I  received  it  with  thankfulness,  and  read  it 
h  attention.  I  wished  to  bring  it  into  court.  It  is  a  volume  of 
irly  two  hundred  pages,  and  yet  not  a  word  is  said  about  the  tri- 
y  in  it,  except  at  the  beginning,  where  about  a  dozen  linea  are 
towed  on  creeds  and  confessions  of  faith,  and  at  the  close,  in  page 
),  whe^e  the  author  offers  an  apology  for  not  having  considered 
s  very  doctrine  of  the  trinity.  Indeed,  in  none  of  their  expoat- 
18  have  they  avowed  themselves  trinitarians,  in  the  strict  sense  of 

term. 

[f  they  are  a  trinitarian  sect,  could  it  have  been  possible  that  the 
>trine  could  have  been  passed  over  in  this  way  ?  The  believer  in 
egards  it  as  necessary  to  his  salvation.  It  is  with  him  a  practical 
itrine,  and  one  on  which  he  delights  to  build  his  hopes  as  he  con- 
iplates  the  retributions  of  eternity  ;  and  he  never  conceals  or  de- 
s  it 

S  these  men  believed  in  the  trinity  as  others  believe,  why  did 
y  conceal  their  belief?     It  was  an  unworthy  evasion.     But  they 

not  so  believe.     They  were  not  afraid  to  give  their  iaith  to  the. 
rid,  but  this  was  not  their  faith. 

The  Orthodox  have  not  been  candid.  What  was  their  object^ 
ether  it  was  to  claim  the  sympathy  of  other  sects,  or  something 
3, 1  know  not  But  they  have  no  right  to  claim  the  sympathy  of 
litarians,  as  of  one  faith  with  them. 

There  can  be  no  inference  favourable  to  the  Orthodox  party,  from 
ir  declared  belief;  nor  ought  there  to  be  an  inference  un/avoarar 

to  our  cause,  if  we  should  avow  a  dissent  from  thiait  belief. 
But  if  I  am  in  error,  and  the  Orthodox  are  trinitarians,  then  it  ia 
nonstrable,  that  they  are  not  original  ancient  Quakers.  They,  it 
rue,  did  believe  in  the  Father,  in  the  Son,  and  in  the  Holy  Spirit 
.  they  believed  in  them  without  distinction  of  persons^ 
[f  the  Quaker  society  is  a  trinitarian  society,  the  christian  world 
I  been  in  error  in  regard  to  their  sentiments.  The  numerous 
eds  in  existence  at  its  origin,  proclaimed  the  doctrine  of  the  trinity. 
fiy  were  the  Friends  sent  to  the  jails  and  dungeons  of  Great  Bri- 


tein?  Was  it  not  becaase  they  denied  this  belief?  Why  was  Peon 
imprisoned  in  London,  by  the  order  of  the  bishop  of  London?  W« 
the  bishop  of  London  incapable  of  judging  of  Penn's  sentiments? 
Was  not  I'enn  more  than  a  fool,  not  to  declare  his  opinion,  when 
such  a  declaration  would  have  prevented  his  imprisonment,  and  pro- 
cured his  deliverance? 

Penn  was  an  Orthodox  Quaker.  He  was  not  an  Orthodox  trioi- 
tarian. 

In  this  connection  I  refer  to  Adams's  View  of  all  Religions,  and  to 
John  Evans's  Sketch;  and,  notwithstanding  all  the  abuse  that  ha§ 
been  heaped  on  firownlee  and  Cox,  I  think  their  works  afibrd  nit 
evidence  that  the  Quakers  are  not  trinitarians.  They  are,  if  yoo 
choose  to  believe,  men  full  of  prejudice  and  sectarian  zeal;  but  meo 
of  vigorous  intellect,  and  who  have  minute  information  of  the  hii- 
tory  of  Friends.  One  of  the  two  was  educated  among  them,  and 
as  he  asserts,  thoroughly  indoctrinated.  And  they  concur  in  the  de- 
cided opinion,  that  this  doctrine  is  not  a  part  of  the  Quaker  belieC 

The  Quakers  were  not  so  ignorant,  that,  believing  in  the  doctrine, 
they  could  not  explain  it,  nor  were  they  hypocrites  respecting  it 
But,  sirs,  I  propose  to  inquire  what  was  the  doctrine  of  ancient 
Friends  on  this  and  other  points.  I  attempt  it  with  increased  dread. 
In  giving  a  review  of  their  doctrines  of  the  trinity,  and  of  the  atone- 
ment, I  do  not  feel  exactly  a  fitness  for  the  task,  but  it  is  my  duty  to 
undertake  it 

In  the  first  place,  they  discarded  not  only  three  persons  but  all 
distinctions  of  any  kind^  so  far  as  regarded  the  divine  nature  itself. 
It  was  one  without  division,  and  without  distinction.  I  speak  not 
now  of  manifestations.  But,  as  regarded  the  real  nature  of  the  trinity, 
they  discarded  all  distinctions  of  persons,  hypostases  and  prosqpa. 

Thus  George  Fox,  on  page  397,  of  the  Great  Mystery,  in  reply- 
ing to  Wade,  who  had  asserted  that  the  Holy  Ghost  was  a  person, 
and  that  there  was  a  trinity  of  persons  before  Christ  was  bom,  says: 
'<  Thou  knowest  not  him  that  is  in  the  Father,  in  him  glorified  with 
the  Father  before  the  world  began.     And  the  Scriptures  do  not  tell 

ale  of  a  trinity,  nor  three  persons ;  but  the  common-prayer,  mass- 
,  speaks  of  three  persons,  brought  in  by  thy  father  the  pope; 
and  the  Father,  Son,  and  Holy  Spirit  was  always  one." 

Meaning  manifestly,  to  deny  and  controvert  all  his  distinetions 
in  the  divine  nature  itself:  although  he  did  admit  of  distinction  in 
the  various  manifestations  of  the  Deity  to  man.  He  admitted  the 
distinction  of  Father,  Son,  and  Spirit,  as  applicable  not  to  the  nature 
of  God,  and  the  mode  of  his  existence,  but  to  the  operation  and  ma- 
nifestations of  the  divine  nature  in  man.  The  great,  leading,  fun- 
damental doctrine  was  the  light  within;  that  this  Tight  as  a  seed,  bad 
been  implanted  in  every  man,  that  as  it  is  nourished  and  regarded, 
it  will  grow  up  to  happiness  and  glory.  That  this  light  is  Christ, 
that  Christ  is  God,  and  the  Holy  spirit  is  God  and  the  light,  and 
they  are  one  and  the  same. 


Again:  They  coDsider  the  text  of  the  three  which  bear  record  in 
heaveD,  ais  intended,  in  the  revelation  and  communication  to  man,  to 
eany  the  three  manifestations  or  operation  of  the  one  infinite  and 
indivisible — as  communicating  a  great  practical  truth,  which  thej 
might  feel  and  realize,  in  the  work  of  their  own  individual  salvation 
— as  exhibiting  the  Jehovah,  as  the  creator  of  all  things,  and  the 
governor  of  the  universe,  and,  at  the  same  time  as  he,  who  himself, 
of  his  own  unsolicited  mercy,  prepared  the  covering  for  us,  (in  our 
own  reconciled  hearts,)  against  the  penalties  of  a  violated  law,  and 
was  also  ^himself  the  light,  which  centered  in,  and  guided  us  each 
to  himself,  and  thus  leave  the  record  of  his  own  mercy,  and  our 
restoration  to  him. 

They  did  not  believe  in  what  is  called  the  hypostatical  union  of 
the  divine  and  human  nature,  in  Jesus  Christ;  but  that  Christ  was 
from  everlasting,  the  wisdom  of  God,  and  the  power  of  God ;  that 
this  wisdom  and  power  dwelt  in,  and  actuated  the  prepared  body  of 
Jesus  of  Nazareth,  in  fulness ;  but,  that  the  word  Christ  was  applica- 
ble, in  its  strictest  and  highest  sense,  not  to  the  body,  but  to  the  di- 
Tine  nature ;  that  the  manhood  was  but  instrumentally  a  Saviour, 
being  altogether  dependant  on  the  Father,  for  all  he  had,  and  all  he 
did  ;  that  it  was  the  instrument  which  God  used  to  make  the  mani- 
festation of  his  will  to  man.  And,  hence,  when  in  their  writings  or 
remarks  they  use  the  term  Christ,  they  mean,  invariably,  the  wisdom 
and  power  of  God,  as  dwelling  in,  and  actuating,  the  man  Jesus.  -This 
term,  too,  they  apply  to  the  light  to  which  they  look,  and  which  is 
their  guide.  Hence/  whenever  they  speak,  as  in  question  or  denial 
of  the  sufferings  of  the  Saviour,  and  the  blood,  they  mean  the  human 
body  and  blood  of  Jesus  of  Nazareth  ;  but  have  no  intention  to  ques- 
tion the  divinity  of  the  atoning  and  reconciling  sacrifice. 

This  is  the  view  I  have  received  from  their  works.  I  give  it  with 
caution,  yet  not  without  confidence.  They  have  accused  other  chris- 
tians of  drawing  inferences  from  Scripture  language,  which  cannot 
be  supported. 

In  1  Crisp'si  Works,  page  82,  we  read: 

'<  The  doctrines  of  your  church  also  are  reprovable  and  corrupt  in 
many  things,  contrary  to  the  Scriptures.  And  first,  in  your  doc- 
trines of  God,  whom  you  say  is  to  be  known  and  believed  on,  as  in 
the  distinguishment  of  three  persons;  and  herein  ye  teach  contrary 
to  the  Scriptures  of  truth,  which  you  say  is  your  rule,  and  by  it  ar^ 
all  such  dreamers  and  deceivers  judged,  and  by  the  spirit  which  gave 
them  forth,  which  speaks  nowhere  of  three  persons,  as  ye  imagine 
and  teach, 'but  declares  of  the  only  wise  God,  who  is  one  in  his  being 
and  subsistence  individual,  infinite,  who  divideth  all  things,  and  to 
•€very  sort  their  portion,  who  limiteth  all  things,  and  is  not  limited  ; 
whose  power  and  spirit  are  inseparable  from  him,  who  is  the  Father 
of  the  spirits  of  all  flesh,  who  by  his  power  createth,  and  by  his  spirit 
qaickeneth  all  living  creatures,  whose  power  is  the  Christ,  and  whose 
spirit  is  the  holy  and  eternal  life  which  they  ^rtSLke  o{<)^Vv^^%>xVst 
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• 

hit  appearanee  in  his  power ;  and  these  doth  not  the  Scriptures  call 
three  persons,  but  the  one  Witness  in  the  heaven  which  you  are  all 
ignorant  of,  who  dream  and  divine  to  the  people,  of  a  distinguishmeat 
of  persons  in  the  Godhead ;  therefore  cease  your  deceit,  ye  deceiven 
and  soothsayers  of  Egypt,  and  come  to  the  light  that  shines  jd  the 
heart,  that  by  it  you  may  come  to  the  true  knowledge  of  God  your 
Creator,  and  of  his  power  by  which  ye  were  created,  and  of  his  mA 
by  which  he  quickens  into  newness  of  life,  all  those  who  fear  him, 
and  wait  for  his  salvation,  which  now  by  the  light  is  making  maai- 
lest" 

Thus  denying  all  distinguishmentf  as  he  calls  it,  in  the  Father, 
Son,  and  Spirit;  denying  all  attributes  to  one, which  are  not  ascribed 
to  another. 

In  Penn's  Sandy  Foundation  Shaken,  page  253,  it  is  said,  "  If 
God,  as  the  Scriptures  testify,  hath  never  been  declared  or  believed, 
but  as  the  Holy  One,  then  will  it  follow,  that  God  is  not  an  hcflj 
three,  nor  doth  subsist  in  three  distinct  and  separate  Holy  Ones,  but 
the  before-cited  Scriptures  undeniably  prove  that  One  is  Grod,  and 
God  only  is  that  Holy  One  ;  therefore  he  cannot  be  divided  into,  or 
subsist  in  an  holy  three,  or  three  distinct  and  separate  holy  onei. 
Neither  can  this  receive  the  least  prejudice  from  that  frequent  but 
impertinent  distinction,  that  he  is  one  in  substance,  but  three  in  pe^ 
sons  or  subsistences  ;  since  God  was  not  declared  or  believed  incom- 
pletely, or  without  his  subsistence.  Nor  did  he  require  homage  from 
his  creatures,  as  an  incomplete  or  abstracted  being,  but  as  Grod  the 
Holy  One  :  For  so  he  should  be  manifested  and  worshipped,  without 
that  which  was  absolutely  necessary  to  himself.  So  that  either  the 
testimonies  of  the  aforementioned  Scriptures  are  to  be  believed  con- 
cerning God,  that  he  is  entirely  and  completely,  not  abstractly  and 
distinctly,  the  Holy  One,  or  else  their  authority  to  be  denied  by  these 
trinitarians.  And  on  the  contrary,  if  they  pretend  to  credit  those 
holy  testimonies,  they  must  necessarily  conclude  their  kind  of  trinity 
a  fiction/' 

Again :  <<  If  there  be  three  distinct  and  separate  persons,  then  three 
distinct  and  separate  substances,  because  every  person  is  inseparable 
from  its  own  substance  ;  and  as  there  is  no  person  that  is  not  a  sub- 
stance, in  common  acceptation  among  men,  so  do  the  Scriptures  plen- 
tifully agree  herein  :  And  since  the  Father  is  God,  the  Son  is  God, 
and  the  Spirit  is  God,  (which  their  opinion  necessitates  them  to  con- 
fess) then  unless  the  Father,  Son,  and  Spirit,  are  three  distinct  no- 
things, they  must  be  three  distinct  substances,  and  consequently,  three 
distinct  Gods.'' 

Tell  me,  was  William  Penn  a  trinitarian  when  he  wrote  that  lan- 
guage ?  If  ^'  three  distinct  nothings^'  mean  three  distinct  persons, 
or  three  distinctions  of  any  kind  in  the  divine  nature,  then  was  Wil- 
liam Penn  a  trimlarlatv. 

A  number  o£  oVhet  -yoVumea  ^t^\Yvcv%\»\QKfc\s\^\aH^Vvv5hI  |?u^ 
poae  to  refer  on  iVvia  eu\ij«iC\--^Xt\«^^^>^'i--^*^^^^^w^^^ 
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tery,  397/  493,  464,  396.  In  this  latter  passage,  it  is  said  God  the 
Father  took  Besh.— 1  William  Penn,  252, 253, 254, 257, 269, 164.— 
2d  vol.  783. — G.  Fox  Ep.  to  Whitehead's  Divinity  of  Chrits,  pages 
10  and  12. — G.  Whitehead's  Divinity  of  Christ,  23,  24  ;  and  chapter 
2,  pages  15,  31,  35. 

I  have  endeavoured  to  come  to  a  conclusion,  by  comparing  them 
with  one  another;  and  thus  give  the  result 

They  discarded  all  distinctions  as  regarded  the  divine  nature  in  ijt- 
self,  but  not  as  regarded  its  manifestation  to  man. 

The  works  which  show  this  might  be  multiplied  without  number. 
No  man  can  lake  up  their  books,  and  declare,  that  William  Penni 
and  Whitehead,  and  Crisp,  and  Fox,  believed  as  trinitarians  believe. 

But  whatever  be  their  doctrine,  it  is  stranze  that  Orthodox  Friends 
should  reproach  us  for  not  publishing  our  belief  in  the  form  of  a  creed, 
when  they  themselves,  hesitate  to  avow  their  own  sentiments,  even 
individually,  when  questioned  in  relation  to  them. 

On  page  144,  of  vol.  1,  the  following  question  is  put  to  Thoims 
Willis,  one  of  their  esteemed  teachers: 

^  Does  the  society  of  Friends  hold  the  doctrine  of  the  trinity,  as 
professed  by  the  church  of  England,  only  avoiding  the  use  of  the 
term  person^  as  too  outward  and  unscriptural  ?" 

The  question  is  put  with  all  caution.     He  answers: 

<<  We  hold  the  doctrines  of  Christianity,  as  set  forth  and  ably  de- 
fended in  the  writings  of  our  primitive  Friends;  and  in  an  especial 
manner  in  Robert  Barclay's  Apology  for  the  true  christian  divinity." 

Now  do  we  not  say  truly,  that  they  have  no  right  to  call  on  us  to 
say  what  we  believe  ?  When  inquiry  is  made  what  they  believe, 
they  call  upon  their  leader,  and  they  say,  we  believe  as  Robert  Bar- 
elay  believed.  Do  we  not  say  the  same  ?  Is  it  not  declared  in  the 
pleadings,  that  we  entertain  the  faith  of  ancient  Friends  ? 

I  beg  you  to  mark  the  evasion  by  Thomas  Willis  to  the  following 
question : 

*<  Did  Robert  Barclay  ever  treat  upon  the  subject  of  the  trinity  ?*• 

One  would  suppose  the  answer  would  be  yes  or  no.  What  is  the 
answer  } 

**  I  do  not  recollect  such  a  word  in  the  Bible  !" 

The  counsel  was  not  satisfied,  and  pushed  the  question. 

<<  Did  Robert  Barclay  ever  treat  upon  the  subject  of  which  we  have 
been  speaking  ?" 

What  reply  was  then  given  ? 

"  I  would  refer  thee  to  his  own  work.'* 

Sirs,  after  this  will  you  enforce  a  forfeiture  from  us,  because  we 
decline  answering  questions  which  we  denied  the  right  of  any 
court  to  ask  ? 

The  counsel  continued  his  interrogatories. 

**  Am  I  to  understand  you  as  referring  to  Bw^VK^'^>N^'^'^^^^^ 
ihority  upon  this  subject,  without  ktiomngviYv'eSci^T  ^x  tisjN."  '^" 
'reated  of  it  ? 


MM,  or  upo9iasiSf  it  ii  not  neeeflsary  for  me  to  explain.  This  is  not 
the  time,  nor  the  plac^,  nor  I  the  prophet  for  such  a  task.  Let  hiniy 
who  at  any  time  attempts  it,  take  off  his  shoes,  for  the  place  on  which 
he  stands  is  holy.  It  is  sufficient  for  me,  that  the  three  words  all  ex* 
press  distinction— difference  in  the  Godhead.  The  most  common 
word,  person,  means  the  quality,  state,  or  condition,  whereby  one 
differs  from  another ;  *^per  se  una;  naturm  ratianalis  ifuUvidua 
subslantiag,^^  Those  who  read  Cicero,  will  recognize  these  words 
as  his.  My  object  is  not  to  explain  this  distinction,  or  the  doctrine 
of  the  trinity,  but  only  to  inquire  what  it  is,  by  all  who  believe  ia  it, 
80  as  to  apply  that  belief  to  the  developments  which  have  been  mide 
by  the  complainants,  and  thereby  test  the  value  of  their  pretences  on 
this  point 

The  works  that  explain  this  doctrine  are  without  number.  They 
begin,  I  believe,  with  thatof  Tertullian,  Liber  ^^dversusPraireuifiDd 
come  down  to  the  last  controversial  publications  of  the  trinitariaos 
and  unitarians,  in  England  and  America.  Reference  to  a  iisw  only 
must  answer  my  purpose. 

Tertullian,  who  wrote  the  apology  for  the  christians  before  the  be* 
ginning  of  the  third  century,  used  both  the  word  person  and  the 
word  trinity.  The  apostles',  the  Athanasian,  and  the  Nicene  or  Coo* 
stantinopolitan  creeds,  the  latest  of  which  was  formed  in  the  year 
381,  and  all  of  which- are  used  in  the  public  offices  of  the  church  of 
England,  and  a  subscription  to  which  is  required  of  the  established 
clergy,  and  was  required  of  dissentine  teachers  by  the  toleration 
act,  till  relieved  by  the  19th  of  George  III.,  all  unite  in  both  termi 

The  Athanasian  creed  is  not,  I  believe,  used  by  the  episcopalians 
of  America.  -  The  damnatory  clauses,  as  they  are  call«],  were  not 
satisfactory  to  the  American  episcopalians.  They  were  <<  except 
every  one  do  keep  them  [i.  e.  the  particulars  of  this  creed]  whole 
and  undeiiled,  without  doubt  he  shall  perish  everlastingly."  This  is 
not  used  here  :  and  it  is,  I  believe,  the  desire  of  many  of  the  epis- 
copalians of  England  that  it  should  not  be  used  there.  This  creed 
was  formed  by  one  hundred  and  fifty  bishops. 

The  last  mentioned  of  these  creeds  (the  Nicene)  uses  the  following 
phraseology  : 

<<They  believe  in  the  name  of  the  Father,  Son,  and  Holy  Ghost, 
so,  namely,  that  there  is  one  divinity,  power,  and  substance  of  the 
Father,  Son,  and  Holy  Ghost,  who  possess  equal  dignity  and  ca>etemal 
dominion,  who  exist  in  three  most  perfect  hypostases,  or  three  pe^ 
feet  persons,  so  that  the  sect  of  Sabellius  shall  have  no  place,  which 
confounds  the  persons  and  takes  away  their  appropriate  qualities,  nor 
the  blasphemy  of  the  Eunomians,  Arians,  and  opposers  of  the  Holy 
Spirit  prevail,  which  destroys  the  substance,  and  nature,  and  divinity 
of  the  uncreated,  consubstantial,  and  coeternal  trinity,  by  introducing 
a  posterior  nature,  ot  a  dVffer^tvX.  %\fb«\AXi<c2&^  w\d  created.'* 

This  clear  and  de&n\\e  expoixWoii  ol  ^^  ^w.\f«\fe  ^S.  ^^Ksd^vfvxi^  w 
mstained  by  all  the  ipab\\c  cottawaftxv^  wA  «wia  ^\  \xv\k\\M«»Nsi. 
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^generated  aad  reformed  Christendom.  Jt  is  sustained  by  the  Lu- 
leran,  by  the  French  formed  in  1566,  by  the  English  formed  in 
562,  by  the  Belgian  in  1566,  the  Westminster  Confession  of  Faith 
I  1647,  the  Helvetian  in  1666,  by  that  of  Basil  in  1532,  by  that  of 
le  Waldesnes,  and  by  that  of  the  synod  of  Dort  in  1618.  All,  but 
ne  of  these,  were  formed  before  the  time  of  Greorge  Fox,  and  it  is 
i  be  presumed  that  ancient  Friends  were  not  unacquainted  ivith  the 
Dtions  oC  at  least  a  part  of  them.   . 

In  all,  the  same  or  nearly  the  same  language  is  used,  and  this  un- 
erstood  by  it,  three  perfect  persons. 

Take,  for  example,  the  English  confession  of  faith  of  1562.  It 
lys : 

<^  The  Father,  Son,  and  Holy  Ghost,  be  of  one  power,  of  one 
tajesty,  of  one  eterjiity,  of  one  Gk>dhead,  and  one  substance.  And 
though  these  three  persons  be  so  divided,  that  neither  the  Father  is 
le  Son,  nor  the  Son  is  the  Holy  Ghost  nor  the  Father ;  yet,  never- 
leless,  we  believe  that  there  is  but  one  very  God." 

The  Westminster  confession,  which  was  approved  by  the  general 
»embly  of  divines  in  1647,  the  very  age  of  Fox,  and  which  has 
een  adopted  by  all  the  presbyterian  churches  in  Great  Britain  and 
.merica,  and  assented  to  by  the  great  part  of  the  congregational 
[lurches  of  New  England,  conveys  the  same  idea.  And  the  cate- 
lism  of  the  presbyterian  church  says : 

<<  There  be  three  persons  in  the  Godhead,  the  Father,  the  Son 
id  the  Holy  Ghost,  and  these  three  are  one  true,  eternal  God,  the 
ime  in  substance,  equal  in  power  and  glory,  although  distinguished 
y  their  personal  properties." 

This  is  the  language  of  the  catechism  which  presbyterians  teach   . 
leir  children. 

The  doctrine  of  the  episcopal  church  is  to  be  found  in  the  first  of 
le  thirty-nine  articles.     It  says : 

^<  In  the  unity  of  the  Grodhead  there  be  three  persons^  of  one  ^ 
jbstance,  power  and  eternity,  the  Father,  the  Son  and  the  Holy 
rhost." 

The  very  learned  Adam  Clarke,  who  speaks  the  'language  of  a 
ery  numerous  and  respectable  sect  of  christians,  says,  in  the  close 
f  his  Commentaries  on  the  Bible,  that, 

<<  One  of  the  principles  revealed  in  the  Scriptures,  is,  that  In  the 
ne  uncreated,  unoriginated,  infinite,  and  eternal  Being,  there  is  a 
ilurality  of  what  are  commonly  called  persons,  not  separately  sub- 
isting,  but  essentially  belonging  to  the  Godhead,  which  persons  are 
ommonly  termed,  Father,  Son,  and  Holy  Ghost,  or  God,  the  Logos, 
nd  the  Holy  Spirit,  and  these  are  generally  named  the  trinity." 

All  trinitarian  sects  give  the  same  general  definition  of  the  doc* 
rine,  and  its  essential  and  necessary  feature  is,  that  there  is  in  the 
Godhead  a  threefold  mode  of  existence,  (mysterious  to  ^%^\W\.>h\\v^ 
arries  with  it,  the  idea  6t  an  ineffably  l^ot ww»  ^wiAfcVj  V».>^^^^^- 


hetd.  Miller,  85.  I  refer  abo  taDr.  Barrow's  expothion  of  hifl  yrim$ 
on  this  point 

This  specific  point  of  faith,  I  mean  the  persona  of  the  trinityihu 
its  track  along  the  whole  course  of  christian  revelation,  nor  do  its  ad- 
vocates believe  it  is  found  exclusively  in  Christendom.  Many  go  lo 
far  as  to  declare,  that  it  is  to  be  found  in  various  disguises,  in  the 
savage  wilds. 

Indissolubly  connected  with  this  doctrine,  and  an  inseparable  ptrt 
of  it,  is  the  spiritual  divinity  of  Jesus  Christ  Trinitarians  unite  with 
the  sublimest  of  poets,  with  the  prophet  Isaiah,  eh.  Ix.  16.  Ixiv.  7,6^ 
9^  in  ascribing  to  him  the  name  Jehovah,  which  is  the  peculiar  tad 
incommunicable  name  of  God,  and  imports  the  necessary,  indepen^ 
ent,  and  eternal  existence  of  the  Most  High.  They  thus  adore  him 
as  the  Lord,  the  Saviour,  the  Mighty  One  of  Jacob,  who  is  the  smie 
yesterday,  to-day,  and  for  ever.  And  they  believe  that  his  existenoe 
is  in  a  personality^-a  person  both  human  and  divine— that  manhood 
was  taken  into  God — and  that  he  could  and  did  thua  suffer  as  man  for 
man,  and  merit  as  God  to  God.  Dr.  Edwards  has  said,  in  his  His- 
tory of  Redemption,  page  19,  '<  that'the  appearance  of  God  siooetfao 
&1I,  is  by  the  second  person  of  the  trinity,  and  he  is,  therefore^ 
called  the  image  of  the  invisible  God,  and  through  him  the  cluuth 
has  a  representation  which  is  not  invisible.'' 

Nor  do  they  consider  this  distinctive  feature  of  their  fath  as  unim- 
portant, and  about  which  they  may  say  that  it  is  a  logical  i^feremif 
and  that  they  express  no  opinion  of  it  But  they  believe  that,  upon 
the  proper  divinity  and  co-essentiality  of  each  of  the  three  persoMy 
hang  all  their  hopes  as  men,  and  comfort  as  christians,  and  that  then 
must  either  rise  with  it  to  unending  joys,  or  vanish  like  a  fleeting 
vision  for  ever. 

But,  essential  as  it  is,  they  do  not  pretend  to  explain  the  mode  or 

manner  of  the  triune  existence.  It  is  the  great  mystertf  qfthtJdng' 

r  dam  revealed^  not  eocplctined;  believed  because  it  is  revealed,  but  not 

comprehended,  because  they  have  not  yet  seen  God  face  to  face,  and 

do  not  know  as  they  are  known. 

To  this  short  statement  of  my  conceptions  of  the  doctrine,  it  \h 
perhaps,  proper  for  me  to  add,  that  it  ought  not  to  be  condemned  if 
unreasonable,  because  it  is  inexplicable,  so  long  as  our  reason  is  inca- 
pable of  rising  to  explore  the  existence,  or  span  the  glories  of  the 
upper  world.  Nay,  while  the  acutest  philosopher  amongst  us  cannot 
define  arid  explain  even  the  particles  of  grass  beneath  our  feet,  the 
atoms  which  float  in  the  atmosphere  around  us,  or  the  action  of  oar 
own  spirits,  in  our  own  bodies.  We  can  do  none  of  these.  We  can- 
not, by  the  puny  extension  of  our  geometry,  demonstrate  the  propo^ 
tions  and  arrangements  of  an  infinite  world,  nor  can  we  develope  the 
thousand  mysteries  of  nature  which  are  around  us,  nor  the  still  more 
glorious  mysteries  o(  Vh^  ommsdeace^  the  omnipresence,  and  the 
pfovidcnce  of  Him  wV\o  \iiVv3\i\\ft^  ^XaxtCxV^,  ^Vi^Xxv\^^»x>»LVA!lievei 
and  trembles.     "  Speak  l^xA.tet  >kv^  ^n«oX.\i'WK5^.'*'* 


Taking  with  us  then,  this  doctrine  of  the  trinity,  which  is  the 
only  doctrine  of  trinitarians,  let  us  inquire,  in  the  first  place,  if  the 
complainants  are  trinitarians;  and,  in  the  second  place,  if  they  have 
a  right  to  denounce  my  clients  as  heretics,  and  demand  from  us  a  for- 
feiture of  our  civil  rights,  because  they  believe,  and  we  do  notbelieTi^ 
this  doctrine,  and  do  not  take  this  name. 

What  do  they  tell  us  on  page  30,  of  their  answer  ? 

'<  In  the  first  place,  although  the  society  of  Friends  have  seldom 
made  use  of  the  word  trinity,  yet  they  believe  in  the  existence  of.  the 
Father,  the  Son,  or  Word,  and  the  Holy  Spirit'* 

Here  the  Friends  are  represented  as  believing  in  the  doctrine  of  the 
trinity^  though  they  seldom  use  the  word.  It  was  an  uncandid  ex- 
pression. When  did  Quakers  ever  use  the  word  trinity,  as  expressive 
of  their  faith,  or  as  conveying  their  opinions  on  this  subject  ?  Whea 
Penn  uses  it,  it  is  not  as  expressive  of  his  own  ideas,  but  of  those  of 
others.  Otherwise  he  would  reject  his  own  declarations  aeain  and 
■gaio.  No  Quaker  ever  used  the  word  trinity  to  express  his  belief 
IM  the  three  in  one.  They  may  have  used  it  in  controversy,  and  to 
ayoid  misapprehension^  but  never  as  explaining  or  conveying  their 
own  opinions. 

They  proceed .  to  say  : 

We  believe  "  that  the  Son  was  God,  and  became  flesh — that  there 
ia  one  God  and  Father,  of  whom  are  all  things;  that  there  is  one 
Lord  Jesus  Christ,  by  whom  all  things  were  made,  who  was  glorified 
irith  the  Father  before  the  world  began,  who  is  God  over  all, 
bleased  for  ever ;  that  there  is  one  Holy  Spirit,  the  promise  of  the 
Patber  and  the  Son^  the  leader,  and  sanctifier,  and  comforter  of  his 
people,  and  that  these  three  are  one,  the  Father,  the  Word,  and  the 
Spirit" 

Now  does  not  every  man  that  believes  in  the  Scriptures,  believe 
^<  Chat  the  Son  was  God,  and  became  flesh ;  that  there  is  one  God  and 
Patber,  of  whom  are  all  things ;  that  there  is  one  Lord  Jesus  Christy 
by  whom  all  things  were  made,  who  was  glorified  with  the  Father 
before  the  world  began,  who  is  God  over  all,  blessed  for  ever;  that 
there  is  one  Holy  Spirit,  the  promise  of  the  Father  and  the  Son,  the 
loader,  and  sanctifier,  and  comforter  of  his  people,  and  that  theae 
three  are  one,  the  Father,  the  Word,  and  the  Spirit'' 

Where  is  the  christian  who  does  not,  in  his  own  modcy  believe 
Ihia  ?  The  difference  is  in  the  mode  of  believing,  and  that  mode  the 
Orthodox  have  not  explained. 

^  That  the  principal  difierence  between  the  people  called  Quakers, 
uid  the  other  protestant  trinitarian  sects,  in  regard  to  the  doctrine  of 
the  trinity,  is,  that  the  latter  attach  the  idea  of  individual  personage 
to  the  three,  as  what  they  consider  a  fair  logical  inference  from  the 
doctrines  expressly  laid  down  in  the  Holy  Scriptures." 

The  doctrine  is  not  truly  declared  here.     The  trinitarlaa  d^Ma  ta:^ 
uake  it  a  logical  inference  The  trimlamu\>^\\cv^*\V\o\sfeT^N«^a^'! 
mad  directly  revealed^     Right  or  wrong,  xVv^l  vs  Viv%  >DfiK\A« 
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I  am  not  satisfied  with  the  manner  in  which  the  phrase  <<«tber 
proteslant  trinitarian  sects"  is  introduced.  When  was  theQoaker 
ealled  a  trinitarian  ?  or  his  sect  a  trinitarian  sect  ?  Stpce  the  riieof 
society  in  1647  till  the  present  period,  they  have  been  renrded  is 
disavowing  of  the  trinitarian  doctrine.  Neither  in  Mosbeim  nor 
Milner,  neither  in  Adam  nor  in  John  Evans  are  they  represented  tf 
of  this  belief.  In  the  works  which  I  have  seen  which  profiM  to 
give  the  sentiments  of  different  religious  denominations,  the  Friends 
are  represented  as  differing  from  others  on  the  subject  of  the  trioitf. 
No  man  ever  dreamed  of  calling  the  Quakers  a  trinitarian  sect,  tiO 
the  present  controversy  arose.  They  have  not  treated  the  coart  with 
canoour  in  this  declaration.  The  whole  christian  world  has  been  in 
error,  if  the  Quakers  are  a  trinitarian  sect — according  to  the  unifo^ 
^1  understanding  of  the  doctrine.  And  all  that  they  now  say  in  thb 
bill  may  be  true,  and  yet  by  constructions  put  upon  the  laogtngei 
4hey  may  avoid  the  full  force  of  the  real  doctrine. 

I  am  not  convinced  that  the  <<  principal  difference  between  the 
Quakers  and  other  trinitarian  sects"  is  that  of  *' the  logical  inference." 
That  <<  logical  inference,"  as  it  is  called,  is  of  the  very  essence  of  the 
doctrine;  for  without  it  the  doctrine  cannot  exist  The  Orthodox  Q^ 
ker  and  the  trinitarian  stop  at  totally  distinct  points  in  their  progreft 
The  Orthodox  will  not  inquire  whether  there  are  distinct  yet  united 
persons,  but  leaves  that  to  Scripture  testimony.  The  trinitarian  be- 
lieves that  there  are  three  persons  or  hypostases,  but  does  not  define 
or  explain  what  person  or  hypostasis  means.  The  Orthodox  Friend 
stops  far  short  of  trinitarianism,  and  if  he  does  not,  he  is  no  Quaker. 
They  do  not  differ,  it  is  true,  according  to  their  statement  about  the 
words  of  the  bible.  They  agree  in  them  :  but  they  di£kr  in  the 
meaning  which  they  attach  to  them. 

I  am  confirmed  in  this  exposition  by  the  authorities  to  which  re- 
ference is  usually  made  by  them.  The  Confession  and  the  dte- 
chism  of  Barclay,  and  the  letter  to  the  governor  and  council  of  Bv- 
badoes,  do  not  express  the  ideas  which  trinitarians  attach  to  the  texts 
of  Scripture  therein  given.  They  are  quotations  from  Scripture  hn- 
guage  merely ;  and  when  the  judge  in  this  cause  inferred  from  tbeo 
that  Barclay  was  a  trinitarian,  he  gave  to  us  a  non  sequitur.  How 
did  Barclay  understand  the  words  ?  How  does  the  unitarian  unde^ 
stand  them  ?  They  both  admit  they  are  part  of  the  inspired  ?olume 
He  does  what  Barclay  did — he  uses  the  words.  And  he  does  what 
Barclay  did  not — he  explains  the  use  of  them. 

I  refer  to  page  2  of  the  Catechism,  and  to  page  106  of  the  Confes- 
sion. There  you  will  find  the  passages  on  which  I  plant  mjselt 
Barclay  there  quotes  the  passages  on  which  trinitarians  IxiiM  ;  hot 
puts  no  construction  on  them  which  would  make  him  a  trinitarian* 

So  it  is  in  all  the  acts  of  the  society  to  which  I  have  had  aceeei 
No  where  is  it  dedaiTed  VV\^\.  ¥t\^vvd«  are  trinitarians.  We  learn  it 
now,  for  the  first  l\mei^  wYvetv  V>cv^^  e.wcv^\\x\ft  5»\»\^  «s\\tflQ»?^  to  pt 
possession  of  their  tve\\^\iowttf  \>to^«^^ . 
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Id  1815  Jesse  Kersey  published  a  work  on  the  principles  of  the 
society  of  Friends.  It  purports  to  be  an  explanation  of  the  doctrinea 
of  the  society  ;  and  it  was  published  under  the  sanction  of  the  meeW 
jDg  for  sufieriugs.  It  contains  not  one  word  of  that  doctrine,  with* 
out  whichy  my  eloquent  friend  told  us,  there  could  be  no  true  Chris- 
tianity. Of  that  doctrine  which  he  told  us  was  the  alpha  and  omefCi 
of  Orthodox  theology^  not  one  word  is  to  be  found  in  Kersey.  Is  it 
not  strange,  he  should  have  omitted  what  is  so  essential  ?  It  was  a 
part  of  the  principles  which  it  was  his  professed  object  to  explain. 

In  1825— as  late  as  that — the  leader  of  Orthodox  Friends  in 
Ohio,  Elisha  Bates,  published  an  exposition  of  the  doctrines  of  the 
society.  I  have  endeavoured  to  lay  my  hand  on  the  work,  but  • 
hsve  not  been  able  to  find  it  to-day.  It  was  in  1825  or  1826  that  an 
aged  gentleman,  I  believe  the  author,  called  at  my  office,  and  pre- 
■anted  the  book  to  me.  I  received  it  wiih  thankfulness,  and  read  it 
with  attention.  I  wished  to  bring  it  into  court.  It  is  a  volume  of 
nearly  two  hundred  pages,  and  yet  not  a  word  is  said  about  the  tri- 
nity in  it,  except  at  the  beginning,  where  about  a  dozen  lines  are 
bestowed  on  creeds  and  confessions  of  faith,  and  at  the  close,  in  page 
310,  whe^  the  author  offers  an  apology  for  not  having  considered 
this  very  doctrine  of  the  trinity.  Indeed,  in  none  of  their  exposi« 
tioDS  have  they  avowed  themselves  trinitarians,  in  the  strict  sense  of 
the  term. 

If  they  are  a  trinitarian  sect,  could  it  have  been  possible  that  the 
doctrine  could  have  been  passed  over  in  this  way  ?  The  believer  in 
it  regards  it  as  necessary  to  his  salvation.  It  is  with  him  a  practical 
doctrine,  and  one  on  which  he  delights  to  build  his  hopes  as  he  con- 
templates the  retributions  of  eternity  ;  and  he  never  conceals  or  de* 
liies  it  ^ 

If  these  men  believed  in  the  trinity  as  others  believe,  why  did 
they  conceal  their  belief?  It  was  an  unworthy  evasion.  But  they 
did  not  so  believe.  They  were  not  afraid  to  give  their  faith  to  the. 
world,  but  this  was  not  their  faith. 

The  Orthodox  have  not  been  candid.     What  was  their  object,- 
whether  it  was  to  claim  the  sympathy  of  other  sects,  or  something 
dse,  I  know  not     But  they  have  no  right  to  claim  the  sympathy  df 
trinitarians,  as  of  one  faith  with  them. 

There  can  be  no  inference  favourable  to  the  Orthodox  party,  from 
their  declared  belief;  nor  ought  there  to  be  an  inference  unfavountr 
ble  to  our  cause,  if  we  should  avow  a  dissent  from  that  belief. 

But  if  I  am  in  error,  and  the  Orthodox  are  trinitarians,  then  it  is. 
demonstrable,  that  they  are  not  original  ancient  Quakers.     They,  it 
is  true,  did  believe  in  the  Father,  in  the  Son,  and  in  the  Holy  Spiriti 
but  they  believed  in  them  without  distinction  of  persona 

If  the  Quaker  society  is  a  trinitarian  society,  the  christian  world 
has  been  in  error  in  regard  to  tl^ieir  sentiments.     The  numerous 
creeds  in  existence  at  its  origin,  proclaimed  VVv^  AoeXxvcvt.  ^\  ^^\xv«vVi- 
Why  were  the  Friends  sent  to  the  JaWs  atvd  OixxTv^fpov^  o\  Vjx^aNJ^xv* 


tiliD?  Was  it  not  because  they  denied  thii  belief?  Why  wu  Peoo 
imprisoned  in  London,  by  the  order  of  the  bishop  of  London?  Was 
the  bishop  of  London  incapable  of  judging  of  jPenn's  sentimeati? 
Was  not  renn  more  than  a  fool,  not  to  declare  his  opinion,  wheo 
such  a  declaration  would  have  prevented  his  imprisonment,  and  pro- 
cured his  deliverance? 

Penn  was  an  Orthodox  Quaker.  He  was  not  an  Orthodox  trioi- 
tarian. 

In  this  connection  I  refer  to  Adams's  View  of  all  Religions,  and  to 
John  Evans's  Sketch;  and,  notwithstanding  all  the  abuse  that  his 
been  heaped  on  Brownlee  and  Cox,  I  think  their  works  afford  tore 
evidence  that  the  Quakers  are  not  trinitarians.  They  are,  if  yoQ 
choose  to  believe,  men  full  of  prejudice  and  sectarian  zeal;  but  men 
of  vigorous  intellect,  and  who  have  minute  information  of  the  hii- 
tory  of  Friends.  One  of  the  two  was  educated  among  them,  and 
as  he  asserts,  thoroughly  indoctrinated.  And  they  concur  in  the  de- 
cided opinion,  that  this  doctrine  is  not  a  part  of  the  Quaker  belidl 

The  Quakers  were  not  so  ignorant,  that,  believing  in  the  doctrine^ 
they  could  not  explain  it,  nor  were  they  hypocrites  respecting  it 
But,  sirs,  I  propose  to  inquire  what  was  the  doctrine  of  andent 
Friends  on  this  and  other  points.  I  attempt  it  with  increased  dreai 
In  giving  a  review  of  their  doctrines  of  the  trinity,  and  of  the  atone- 
ment, I  do  not  feel  exactly  a  fitness  for  the  task,  but  it  is  my  duty  to 
undertake  it 

In  the  first  place,  they  discarded  not  only  three  persons  but  tO 
disiinctions  of  ani/  kindy  so  far  as  regarded  the  divine  nature  itself 
It  was  one  without  division,  and  without  distinction.  I  speak  not 
now  of  manifestations.  But,  as  regarded  the  real  nature  of  the  trinity, 
they  discarded  all  distinctions  of  persona,  hypostases  and  prasopa. 

Thus  George  Fox,  on  page  397,  of  the  Great  Mystery,  in  reply- 
ing to  Wade,  who  had  asserted  that  the  Holy  Ghost  was  a  person, 
and  that  there  was  a  trinity  of  persons  before  Christ  was  born,  sayi: 
<<  Thou  knowest  not  him  that  is  in  the  Father,  in  him  glorified  with 
the  Father  before  the  world  began.  And  the  Scriptures  do  not  tell 
people  of  a  trinity,  nor  three  persons ;  but  the  common-prayer,  mtss- 
t)ook,  speaks  of  three  persons,  brought  in  by  thy  father  the  pope; 
and  the  Father,  Son,  and  Holy  Spirit  was  always  one.'* 

Meaning  manifestly,  to  deny  and  controvert  all  his  distinctions 
in  the  divine  nature  itself:  although  he  did  admit  of  distinction  in 
the  various  manifestations  of  the  Deity  to  man.  He  admitted  the 
distinction  of  Father,  Son,  and  Spirit,  as  applicable  not  to  the  nature 
of  God,  and  the  mode  of  his  existence,  but  to  the  operation  and  ma- 
nifestations of  the  divine  nature  in  man.  The  great,  leading,  fun- 
damental doctrine  was  the  light  within;  that  this  light  as  a  seed,M 
been  implanted  in  every  man,  that  as  it  is  nourished  and  reganied, 
it  will  grow  up  to  happiness  and  glory.  That  this  light  is  Christ, 
that  Christ  is  God,  and  vY\e  Wo\^  s^\V\\.  \^^^^  ^w\  ^^  Vv^l^and 
they  are  one  and  the  same. 


Again:  They  consider  the  text  of  the  three  whieh  bear  record  in 
heaven,  as  intended,  in  the  revelation  and  communication  to  man,  to 
earrj  the  three  manifestations  or  operation  of  the  one  infinite  and 
indivisible — as  communicating  a  great  practical  truth,  which  thej 
might  feel  and  realize,  in  the  work  of  their  own  individual  salvation 
— as  exhibiting  the  Jehovah,  as  the  creator  of  all  things,  and  the 
governor  of  the  universe,  and,  at  the  same  time  as  he,  who  himself, 
of  his  own  unsolicited  mercy,  prepared  the  covering  for  us,  (in  our 
own  reconciled  hearts,)  against  the  penalties  of  a  violated  law,  and 
was  also  fhimself  the  light,  which  centered  in,  and  guided  us  each 
to  himself,  and  thus  leave  the  record  of  his  own  mercy,  and  our 
restoration  to  him. 

They  did  not  believe  in  what  is  called  the  hypostalical  union  of 
die  divine  and  human  nature,  in  Jesus  Christ;  but  that  Christ  was 
from  everlasting,  the  wisdom  of  God,  and  the  power  of  God ;  that 
thia  wisdom  and  power  dwelt  in,  and  actuated  the  prepared  body  of 
Jesus  of  Nazareth,  in  fulness ;  but,  that  the  word  Christ  was  applica- 
ble,  in  its  strictest  and  highest  sense,  not  to  the  body,  but  to  the  di- 
vine nature ;  that  the  manhood  was  but  instrumentally  a  Saviour, 
being  altogether  dependant  on  the  Father,  for  all  he  had,  and  all  he 
did  ;  that  it  was  the  instrument  which  Grod  used  to  make  the  mani- 
festation of  his  will  to  man.  And,  hence,  when  in  their  writings  or 
remarks  they  use  the  term  Christ,  they  mean,  invariably,  the  wisdom 
and  power  of  God,  as  dwelling  in,  and  actuating,  the  man  Jesus.  This 
term,  too,  they  apply  to  the  light  to  which  they  look,  and  which  is 
their  guide.  Hence^  whenever  they  speak,  as  in  question  or  denial 
of  the  sufferings  of  the  Saviour,  and  the  blood,  they  mean  the  human 
body  and  blood  of  Jesus  of  Nazareth ;  but  have  no  intention  to  ques- 
tion the  divinity  of  the  atoning  and  reconciling  sacrifice. 

This  is  the  view  I  have  received  from  their  works.  I  give  it  with 
caution,  yet  not  without  confidence.  They  have  accused  other  chris- 
tians of  drawing  inferences  from  Scripture  language,  which  cannot 
be  supported. 

In  1  Crisp'^  Works,  page  82,  we  read: 

**  The  doctrines  of  your  church  also  are  reprovable  and  corrupt  in 
many  things,  contrary  to  the  Scriptures.  And  first,  in  your  doc- 
trines of  God,  whom  you  say  is  to  be  known  and  believed  on,  as  in 
the  distinguishment  of  three  persons;  and  herein  ye  teach  contrary 
to  the  Scriptures  of  truth,  which  you  say  is  your  rule,  and  by  it  are 
all  such  dreamers  and  deceivers  judged,  and  by  the  spirit  which  gave 
them  forth,  which  speaks  nowhere  of  three  persons,  as  ye  imagine 
and  teach/but  declares  of  the  only  wise  God,  who  is  one  in  his  being 
and  subsistence  individual,  infinite,  who  divideth  all  things,  and  to 
•every  sort  their  portion,  who  limiteth  all  things,  and  is  not  limited  ; 
whose  power  and  spirit  are  inseparable  from  him,  who  is  the  Father 
of  the  spirits  of  all  flesh,  who  by  his  power  create.Vh^^X!AV);^VC\^V^^ 
qmtkeneih  all  living  creatures,  whose  pov?w\%V!^eC^x\^«AN^»s»b^ 
apirit  IS  the  holy  and  eternal  life  which  they  ipatVai^'^  o1>N^V^^«^^sst 
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hif  appearance  in  his  power ;  and  theae  doth  not  the  Scriptuies  etil 
three  persons,  but  the  one  Witness  in  the  heaven  which  you  are  all 
%norant  oC,  who  dream  and  divine  to  the  people,  of  a  distinguiabmeot 
of  persons  in  the  Godhead  ;  therefore  cease  your  deceit,  ye  deceiTen 
and  soothsayers  of  Egypt,  and  come  to  the  light  that  shines  in  the 
heart,  that  by  it  you  may  come  to  the  true  knowledge  of  God  your 
Creator,  and  of  his  power  by  which  ye  were  created,  and  of  his  n>irit 
by  which  he  quickens  into  newness  of  life,  all  those  who  fear  him, 
and  wait  for  his  salvation,  which  now  by  the  light  is  making  maoi- 
fiest" 

Thus  denying  all  distinguishmentf  as  he  calls  it,  in  the  Father, 
Son,  and  Spirit;  denying  all  attributes  to  one, which  are  not  ascribed 
to  another. 

In  Penn's  Sandy  Foundation  Shaken,  page  253,  it  is  said,  "  If 
Grod,  as  the  Scriptures  testify,  hath  never  been  declared  or  believed, 
but  as  the  Holy  One,  then  will  it  follow,  that  God  is  not  an  holj 
three,  nor  doth  subsist  in  three  distinct  and  separate  Holy  Ones ,  bot 
the  before-cited  Scriptures  undeniably  prove  that  One  is  Crod,  aod 
Grod  only  is  that  Holy  One  ;  therefore  he  cannot  be  divided  into,  or 
subsist  in  an  holy  three,  or  three  distinct  and  separate  holy  ones. 
Neither  can  this  receive  the  leist  prejudice  from  that  frequent  but 
impertinent  distinction,  that  he  is  one  in  substance,  but  three  in  pe^ 
sons  or  subsistences  ;  since  God  was  not  declared  or  believed  incom- 
pletely, or  without  his  subsistence.  Nor  did  he  require  homage  froon 
his  creatures,  as  an  incomplete  or  abstracted  being,  but  as  God  the 
Holy  One  :  For  so  he  should  be  manifested  and  worshipped,  without 
that  which  was  absolutely  necessary  to  himself.  So  that  either  the 
testimonies  of  the  aforementioned  Scriptures  are  to  be  believed  con* 
cerning  God,  that  he  is  entirely  and  completely,  not  abstractly  aod 
distinctly,  the  Holy  One,  or  else  their  authority  to  be  denied  by  these 
trinitarians.  And  on  the  contrary,  if  they  pretend  to  credit  those 
holy  testimonies,  they  must  necessarily  conclude  their  kind  of  trinity 
a  fiction.^' 

Again :  <<  If  there  be  three  distinct  and  separate  persons,  then  three 
distinct  and  separate  substances,  because  every  person  is  inseparable 
from  its  own  substance  ;  and  as  there  is  no  person  that  is  not  a  sub- 
stance, in  common  acceptation  among  men,  so  do  the  Scriptures  pleo- 
tifuUy  agree  herein  :  And  since  the  Father  is  God,  the  Son  is  God, 
and  the  Spirit  is  God,  (which  their  opinion  necessitates  them  to  coo- 
fess)  then  unless  the  Father,  Son,  and  Spirit,  are  three  distinct  no- 
things, they  must  be  three  distinct  substances,  and  consequently,  three 
distinct  Gods.'' 

Tell  me,  was  William  Penn  a  trinitarian  when  he  wrote  that  lan- 
guage ?  If  *'  three  distinct  nothings^'  mean  three  distinct  persons, 
or  three  distinctions  of  any  kind  in  the  divine  nature^  then  was  Wil- 
liam Penn  a  trlmtamu. 

A  number  o£  olhet  -voVumea  ^i^\Y>^%\ifcV«fexsx^^\ftH^Vyk.liI  pn^ 
poie  to  refer  on  this  BubjeftV.--S>Xx\«3e>««.^^'^-— ^-"^^^^^^w^ 
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ery,  397,  463,  464,  396.  In  this  latter  passage,  it  is  said  God  the 
?'ather  took  Besh.— 1  William  Penn,252, 253,254, 257,269, 164.— 
\d  vol.  783.— G.  Fox  Ep.  to  Whitehead's  Divinity  of  Chrits,  pages 
.0  and  12. — G.  Whitehead's  Divinity  of  Christ,  23,  24  ;  and  chapter 
!,  pages  15,  31,  35. 

I  have  endeavoured  to  come  to  a  conclusion,  by  comparing  them 
vith  one  another;  and  thus  give  the  result 

They  discarded  all  distinctions  as  regarded  the  divine  nature  in  itr 
elf,  but  not  as  regarded  its  manifestation  to  man. 

The  works  which  show  this  might  be  multiplied  without  number. 
4*0  man  can  lake  up  their  books,  and  declare,  that  William  Penni 
nd  Whitehead,  and  Crisp,  and  Fox,  believed  as  trinitarians  believe. 

But  whatever  be  their  doctrine,  it  is  strange  that  Orthodox  Friends 
hould  reproach  us  for  not  publishing  our  belief  in  the  form  of  a  creed, 
^hen  they  themselves,  hesitate  to  avow  their  own  sentiments,  even 
idividually,  when  questioned  in  relation  to  them. 

On  page  144,  of  vol.  1,  the  following  question  is  put  to  Thoims 
Villis,  one  of  their  esteemed  teachers: 

^  Does  the  society  of  Friends  hold  the  doctrine  of  the  trinity,  as 
rofessed  by  the  church  of  England,  only  avoiding  the  use  of  the 
jrm  person^  as  too  outward  and  unscriptural  ?" 

The  question  is  put  with  all  caution.     He  answers: 

<<  We  hold  the  doctrines  of  Christianity,  as  set  forth  and  ably  de- 
eded in  the  writings  of  our  primitive  Friends;  and  in  an  especial 
lanner  in  Robert  Barclay's  Apology  for  the  true  christian  divinity.'' 

Now  do  we  not  say  tnily,  that  they  have  no  right  to  call  on  us  to 
ly  what  we  believe  ?  When  inquiry  is  made  what  they  believe, 
ley  call  upon  their  leader,  and  they  say,  we  believe  as  Robert  Bar- 
ay  believed.  Do  we  not  say  the  same  ?  Is  it  not  declared  in  the 
leadings,  that  we  entertain  the  faith  of  ancient  Friends  ? 

I  beg  you  to  mark  the  evasion  by  Thomas  Willis  to  the  following 
uestion : 

«  Did  Robert  Barclay  ever  treat  upon  the  subject  of  the  trinity  ?" 

One  would  suppose  the  answer  would  be  yes  or  no.  What  is  the 
nswer  ? 

**  I  do  not  recollect  such  a  word  in  the  Bible  !" 

The  counsel  was  not  satisfied,  and  pushed  the  question. 

<<  Did  Robert  Barclay  ever  treat  upon  the  subject  of  which  we  have 
•een  speaking  ?" 

What  reply  was  then  given  ? 

"  I  would  refer  thee  to  his  own  work." 

Sirs,  after  this  will  you  enforce  a  forfeiture  from  us,  because  we 
ecline  answering  questions  which  we  denied  the  right  of  any 
ourt  to  ask  ? 

The  counsel  continued  his  interrogatories. 

**  Am  I  to  understand  you  as  referring  to  Bw^V^^^^^N^'^'^^v^^is^^ 
hority  upon  this  subject,  without  kuowm^j^viYv^^cc  ox  tl^^^d^^*^ 
cated  of  it  ? 


<<  A*  As  the  society  of  Friends  are  not  in  the  practice  of  uaiog  the 
word  trinity f  or  the  <  doctrine  of  the  trinitarians/  we  have  poe- 
rally  avoided  much  unnecessary  and  needless  disquisition  on  the 
sobject 

<<  Q.  Where  did  you  learn  what  was  the  sense  of  the  society  oa 
the  subject  of  the  Father,  Son,  and  Holy  Spirit,  if  they  have  oe?er 
entered  into  disquisitions  on  such  doctrines  ? 

<<  A.  In  their  uniform  acknowledgment  and  belief  in  the  Scriptnre 
testimony,  as  we  find  it.'' 

Then  he  came  back  to  the  position,  we  believe  in  the  Scriptures, 
and  there  are  the  Scriptures.  <<  We  receive  it  as  it  stands  ia  the 
Holy  Scriptures.''  Yet  when  we  proclaim  our  belief  in  the  Holy 
Scriptures,  our  confession  of  faith  is  believed  to  be  too  vague  to  estft- 
blish  our  rights. 

The  counsel  continues  : 

<<  Q.  How  then  do  you  undertake  to  say  that  Elias  Hicks  was  ao- 
sound  upon  this  doctrine  ? 

<<  A.  We  refer  to  the  Scripture  testimony  ;  the  declarations  of 
Jesus  Christ  and  his  apostles  concerning  himself;  and  to  dedaratioos 
contained  in  Elias  Hicks's  printed  discourses,  and  compare  them  to- 
gether on  the  same  points." 

By  what  standard  did  they  compare  them  ?  by  the  Quaker  or  tiM 
trinitarian  ? 

There  was  the  same  kind  of  equivocation  in  relation  to  Eliis 
Hicks,  on  pages  147,  148. 

<<  Q.  Did  I  understand  the  witness  to  say,  that  the  society  had 
considered  the  subject  of  the  text,  that  <  there  are  three  who  bear  re- 
cord in  heaven,'  &c.,  was  beyond  the  comprehension  of  poor  finite 
man  ?  And  if  so,  why  has  Elias  Hicks  been  quarrelled  with  upon 
that  subject  ? 

\f»i'^^  A.  For  explanation,  I  would  refer  you  to  the  declarations  of  Jesos 
Christ  concerning  himself,  together  with  those  of  his  apostles  con- 
cerning him  ;  compare  the  same  with  the  public  declarations  of 
Elias  Hicks  on  the  same  point. 

<*  Q.  The  witness  has  said,  that  Elias  Hicks  embraced  views  that 
were  not  in  accordance  with  the  views  of  the  society  of  Friends,  io 
relation  to  the  divine  character  of  our  Saviour.  What  has  the  so- 
ciety understood  by  the  divinity  of  Christ  ? 

<<  A.  We  understand  it  as  set  forth  by  the  inspired  prophets,  by  our 
blessed  Lord  himself,  and  by  his  apostles." 

On  pages  152,  153,  a  similar  exhibition  is  made. 

<'Q.  From  your  sources  of  information,  as  mentioned  in  your  ex- 
amination in  chief,  do  the  society  of  Friends  believe  that  Christ  is 
distinct  from  his  Father,  and  is  now  interceding  with  him  on  our 
behalf  ? 

'<  A.  The  society  of  Friends,  avoiding  the  nice  disquisitions,  and 
changing  the  Scripture  terms  for  schoolmen's^  receive  the  doctrine 
on  this  subject  as  couUined  in  holy  writ 
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'<  Q.  What  10  the  doctrine  on  this  subject  as  contained  in  holy 
writ|  according  to  the  views  of  the  society  ? 

<'  A.  They  have  always  acknowledged  that  <  there  are  three  that 
bear  record  in  heaven,  the  Father,  Son,  and  Holy  Ohost ;'  for  a 
more  clear  exposition,  if  any  be  needed,  I  would  refer  to  their 
standard  works. 

"  Q.  What  are  the  objects  for  which,  according  to  the  doctrine  of 
your  society^  Christ  is  acting  as  our  advocate  with  the  Father  ? 

'<  A.  We  having  made  divers  exhibits  of  our  doctrines,  I  refer  to 
tbem  for  a  more  full  explanation. 

**  Q.  Do  you  decline  answering  ? 

<<  A.  No  ;  I  think  my  answer  is  sufficient;  if  otherwise,  I  stand 
ready  to  answer. 

<<  Q.  Do  any  of  our  writers,  or  of  the  eminent  preachers  of  the  so- 
ciety, explain  those  objects  ? 

<<  A.  We  consider  the  infinite  Jehovah  and  his  attributes  beyond 
the  comprehension  of  our  finite  capacities :  our  blessed  Lord  says, 
<I  in  the  Father  and  the  Father  in  me :'  how  much  more  safe  and 
consistent  for  us  finite  and  dependant  beings,  not  to  strive  to  com- 
prehend the  nature  or  manner  of  the  existence  of  the  divine  Being  in 
all  his  infinitude  and  perfections,  as  the  Father,  and  the  Son,  and 
the  Holy  Spirit  are  one  ;  so  the  manifestation  of  the  Father  to  us,  as 
stated  by  Robert  Barclay,  is  in  accordance  with  the  doctrine  of  our 
blessed  Lord,  <  no  man  knoweth  the  Father  but  the  Son,  and  he  to 
whom  the  Son  revealeth  him.' 

<'Q.  The  witness  has  used  the  terms  <  advocate  with  the  Father  ;' 
will  he  be  pleased  to  say,  whether  he  used  them  with  any  definite 
meaning  which  the  society  holds  on  the  subject  ? 

^A,  I  did  not  undertake  to  define  on  this  subject  any  further  than 
is  defined  in  the  Holy  Scriptures,  and  acknowledged  by  our  society. 

<^  Q.   What  are  these  terms  acknowledged  by  the  society  to  mean  ? 

<<  A.  I  consider  it  more  proper  for  me  to  refer  to  the  exhibited 
doctrines  of  the  society,  than  to  enter  far  into  the  disquisition  of  the 
subject 

<<  Q.  Has  not  your  society  found  exceptions  to  Elias  Hicks  on  this 
very  point,  and  are  we  not  entitled  to  an  explanation  of  it  ? 

<<  A.  I  believe  his  denial  of  the  doctrine,  as  stated  in  the  Scripture^ 
has  been  noticed  by  the  society. 

**  Q.  Has  Elias  Hicks  denied  the  doctrine  referred  to  by  the  terms 
*  advocate  with  the  Father,*  as  laid  down  in  the  Scriptures  ? 

<<  A.  I  have  understood  some  of  his  doctrines  to  amount  to  a  re- 
jection of  them. 

<<  Q.  How  can  they  amount  to  a  rejection  of  them  according  to  the 
views  of  the  society,  if  the  society  does  not  explain  them  ? 

^  A.  I  have  often  referred  to  our  standard  authors  for  an  explana- 
tion as  far  as  the  society  has  given  it 

^  Q.  Where  has  any  of  your  standard  authors  explained  it  ? 

<<  A.  Read  Barclay's  Catechism  on  the  subject 
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<<  Q.  Does  Barclay  give  any  explanation  of  the  quoUtions  from 
Scripture  which  he  makes  in  his  Catechism  ? 

«  A.  The  answers  to  the  question  on  the  several  points  are  in 
Scripture  terms. 

<<  Q.  Does  he  undertake  to  explain  those  answers  ? 

<'  A.  Not  in  the  Catechism.  His  more  general  explanations  of  the 
doctrines  of  the  society,  are  to  be  found  in  his  Apology. 

<<  Q.  Does  he  explain  these  terms  in  his  Apology  ? 

<<  A.  Perhaps  not  to  the  satisfaction  of  those  who  esteem  them- 
selves wise  in  their  generation,  and  are  not  bound  to  believe  any- 
thing they  cannot  comprehend. 

<<  Q.  Does  he  explain  them  to  the  satisfaction  of  those  who  are 
not  wise  in  their  generation,  and  are  willing  to  believe  what  they 
cannot  comprehend  ? 

<^  A.  If  any  man  will  be  wise,  let  him  first  become  a  fool ;  the 
wisdom  of  this  world  is  foolishness  with  God,  for  the  natural  man  re- 
ceiveth  not  the  things  of  the  spirit  of  God,  they  are  foolishness  unto 
him  ;  neither  can  he  know  them,  because  they  are  spiritually  dis- 
cerned. When  we  are  brought  into  this  state  of  mind,  as  is  repre- 
sented in  the  doctrine  of  our  blessed  Lord  and  his  apostles,  we  are 
willing  to  wait  in  child-like  simplicity  for  the  illumination  of  the  di- 
vine spirit  upon  the  understanding,  as  being  the  principal  revelation 
of  the  spirit  spoken  of  in  Robert  Barclay's  Apology  ;  and  as  we 
come  into  this  disposition  of  mind,  not  desiring  to  be  wise  beyond 
what  is  revealed  to  us,  by  the  illumination  of  the  spirit  of  truth— to 
these,  I  believe,  the  explanation  given  in  Barclay's  Apology,  is  all 
they  would  ask  for  or  desire. 

<<  Q.  Do  you  acknowledge  the  revelations  of  the  spirit  to  which 
you  have  just  referred,  to  be  immediate  upon  the  soul  ? 

"Witness.  I  desire  to  be  informed  what  is  meant  by  immediate  J 

"  Counsel.  Not  through  any  medium. 

"  Witness.  I  suppose  then,  to  the  rejection  of  the  doctrine  stated 
by  Robert  Barclay,  that  no  man  knoweth  the  Father  but  the  Son, 
and  he  to  whom  the  Son  revealeth  him  ; — am  I  so  to  understand  it, 
in  rejection  of  the  testimony  of  Jesus  Christ,  that  *  no  man  comelh 
to  the  Father  but  by  me  ?'     I  want  a  direct  answer  to  this  question. 

"  Counsel.  We  reject  no  doctrines  of  our  Saviour  ;  we  only  asked 
what  the  witness  meant  by  his  own  expressions. 

"  Witness.  I  shall  appeal  to  the  doctrine  of  Jesus  Christ  as  the 
test,  as  I  have  above  quoted  it 

"  Counsel.  We  submit  to  the  same  test 

"  Q.  Has  Barclay  explained  the  expressions  before  referred  to,  at 
all,  to  the  satisfaction  of  either  the  wise  or  the  unwise,  in  his  Apo- 
logy, or  elsewhere? 

^^  A.  I  cannot  answer  for  all  the  wise,  or  all  the  unwistj  but  am 
therewith  satisfied  myself 

"  Q.  Has  he  expVaiuei.  VScv^tcv  ^V  ^"t 

"  A.  It  thou  wshesV  m^  \o  ^o  w>\  ^'wv\s».\^ic>fc\«5F5«^^%L^^\»'^ 


690 

it  here  ;  and  I  again  refer  to  it,  and  to  other  works  here  exhibited, 
for  answer." 

On  pages  154  and  155,  the  counsel  proceeds  : 

"  Have  the  society  of  Friends  ever  held  that  the  Father,  Son  and 
Holy  Spirit,  mentioned  in  the  text,  before  referred  to,  have  indivi- 
dual and  distinct  consciousness,  or  any  distinct  manner  of  acting  or 
thinking? 

"  Answer.  We  reject  such  anti-scriptural  terms  and  phrases,  and 
of  course  the  doctrine,  if  I  understand  anything  what  it  means. 

<<  Question.  I  ask  for  an  answer  to  the  question.  Does  the  witness 
understand  what  it  means  ? 

"Answer.  No — and  therefore  I  wish  thee  to  inform  me  what 
thou  meanest. 

<^  Counsel.  I  mean  by  consciousness,  a  distinct  and  individual 
power  of  perception  and  action. 

**  Answer.  They  hold  no  such  doctrine. 

**  Question.  How  then  can  one  of  them  be  an  intercessor  with 
another  ? 

**  Answer.  We  believe  in  the  Scripture  doctrine,  that  our  *Lord 
and  Saviour  Jesus  Christ,  who  died  for  our  sins,  rose  again  for  our 
justification,  ascended  into  heaven,  and  sitteth  at  the  right  hand  of 
the  Father,  and  ever  liveth  to  make  intercession  for  us.'  This  doc- 
trine is  received  by  the  society,  as  found  recorded  in  the  Holy 
Scriptures,  but  the  society  have  not  undertaken  to  define  and  point 
out  any  such  logical  distinctions,  but  receive  and  believe  in  the  doc- 
trine, as  we  find  it  recorded. 

"  Question.  If  your  society  reject  the  doctrine  of  individual  con- 
sciousness in  the  three,  how  is  it  that  you  accuse  Elias  Hicks  jof  un- 
soundness upon  that  subject  ? 

"Answer.  As  the  apostle  tells  us,  that  he  is  our  mediator  and  re- 
deemer, we  mean  that  Lord  Jesus  Christ,  who  died  for  the  sins  of 
the  whole  world,  without  the  gates  of  Jerusalem,  who  arose  again 
from  the  dead,  who  ascended  into  heaven,  and  sitteth  at  the  right 
hand  of  God,  to  make  intercession  for  us.  This  doctrine  Elias 
Hicks  denies. 

"Question.  Did  Elias  Hicks  ever  deny  the  doctrine  of  the  apos- 
tle, that  Christ  was  our  mediator  and  redeemer,  according  to  those 
Scripture  terms,  and  as  they  were  used  by  our  primitive  Friends  ? 

**  Answer.  We  understand  him  plainly  to  deny  it — but  we  do 
not  know  what  you  mean  by  the  term  Christ,  as  often  repeated  in 
these  queries ;  and  would  wish  to  understand,  what  is  *and  has  been  •* 
thereby  meant,  in  order  to  be  prepared,  distinctly  to  answer.'* 

Again,  on  page  167 : 

"  Question.  Have  then  the  society  believed  in  what  is  called  the 
h3rpostatic  union,  or  substantial  oneness,  of  the  two  natures  in  Chrfst; 
human  and  divine  ? 

"  Answer.  We  are  accountable  (or  t\\oae  AocXxAtv-ea^Vx^^x^^sj^K^^ 
Jn  the  standard  works  we  acknowled^,  wvA.  \^«s^  o^^x^  '^X^csRsec^ 
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to  charge  any  doctrines  upon  ua  which  are  found  Iq  the  works  thus 
approved,  and  as  above  exhibited — but  we  do  not  hold  ourselves 
bound  to  answer  any  more  such  logical  and  unnecessary  questions  as 
this,  until  there  is  a  fair  ground  in  those  works  brought  against  us  to 
base  the  questions  upon.'^ 

There,  in  the  bill,  they  say  they  are  trinitarians,  and  they  call 
Thomas  Willis  to  prove  it.  In  their  bill,  they  tell  us  to  stand  by, 
for  they  are  more  holy  than  we ;  but  how  do  they  appear  in  the  ex- 
amination. Would  it  be  too  severe  a  rebuke  to  say,  their  apparent 
want  of  sincerity  is  a  reproach  to  those  who  directed  that  bill  to  be 
filed  ?  Thomas  Willis  was  not  alone  in  his  mode  of  answering.  J. 
Whitall,  is  equally  unsatisfactory  in  some  of  his  answers.  Thus,  in 
page  231  : 

<<  Question.  Were  they  not  careful  to  express  their  doctrines  in 
the  language  of  the  Scriptures,  instead  of  the  interpretations  of  men; 
and  did  they  not  thereby  avoid  much  occasion  of  schism  ? 

*' Answer.  They  were  remarkably  careful  in  those  respects;  and 
to  declare  their  disunity  with  the  interpretations  of  men  not  enlight- 
'  ened  by  divine  truth. 

« Question.  Does  the  witness  mean  to  be  understood  as  saying, 
that  those  he  says  have  seceded,  do  not  believe  in  the  Scripture 
trinity,  of  the  Father,  Son,  and  Holy  Spirit,  and  that  <  these  three 
are  one  V 

<<  Answer.  I  do  certainly  believe,  that  Elias  Hicks  did  not  bold 
that  doctrine,  in  the  manner  ever  held  by  Friends." 

Joseph  Whitall  will  pardon  me  for  saying,  that  he  did  not  under- 
stand the  doctrine  he  was  speaking  of.  When  he  spoke  of  Christ^s 
peccability,  he  spoke  of  a  doctrine  which  has  divided  all  the  chris- 
tian world.  When  Elias  Hicks  preached  this  doctrine,  he  preached 
what  half  the  christian  world  believe.  The  divine  nature,  no  one 
supposes,  can  sin.  It  is  to  the  human  nature  the  doctrine  refen. 
On  page  233,  we  read  : 

<<  Question.  If  the  fleshly  body  was  not  God,  could  it  be  one  with 
Grod,  or  one  of  the  holy  Three  ? 

"Answer.  If  I  have  understood  Friends  correctly,  they  havead-* 
mitted  a  distinction  between  Christ  and  that  prepared  body ;  but 
never  have  consented  to  divide  Christ  from  his  body." 

Pray,  who  ever  did  ?  A  question  is  put  to  Thomas  Evans,  on 
page  292  : 

"  Question.  If  you  hold  that  there  is  no  contrariety  of  will  in 
#»them,  do  you  hold  that  they  are,  in  any  manner,  distinct  ? 

"Answer.  We  have  always  denied  that  the  Deity  consisted  of 
distinct  and  separate  persons :  and  while  we  have  believed  that 
there  were  three,  have  as  uniformly  maintained  that  those  three  are 
one. 

"  Counsel.  The  question  is  not  fully  answered. 
^^  Witness.  It  \he  eoui^ai^  ^*i^  ^il^^vcv  \C\&  xs^^^axAxi^  ^i  the  term 
distinct^  as  used  \u  tti^  c^^\ift\i^\  ^'^  wA^as^>«  va  %s»m^  v»^a9l. 
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<<  Counsel  The  question  is,  do  you  hold  that  they  are  in  any 
Planner  distinct  ? 

<<  Witness.  I  have  already  stated  that  the  society  of  Friends  do 
lot  believe  that  there  are  distinct  and  separate  persons  in  the  God- 
lead ;  and  have  answered  iiim  in  Scripture  terms,  as  regards  what 
he  society  do  believe :  if  he  is  disposed  to  dive  further  into  the 
Kibject  than  the  Holy  Spirit  has  seen  meet  to  reveal  it  to  us  in  the 
Scriptures,  I  cannot  follow  him  in  what  I  consider  an  unwarrantable 
juriosity." 

Thus,  when  asked  as  to  their  mode  of  belief,  they  will  not,  they  . 
lo  not^  tell.  you.  They  invariably  take  refuge  in  concealment,  and 
n  this  way  shield  themselves  in  that  impenetrable  covering,  which 
leither  their  opponents  nor  their  counsel  can  penetrate ;  and  all  this, 
too,  while  quarrelling  with  their  brethren  for  alleged  unsoundness  jin 
tfieir  mode  of  belief  on  these  very  points  ! 

I  have  now  done  with  the  doctrine  of  the  trinity.  I  have  endeavour- 
^A  to  show  what  this  doctrine  is  as  received  by  the  christian  world 
i;enerally ;  the  opinion  of  ancient  Friends  in  relation  to  it ;  the  de- 
Jaration  on  this  subject,  in  the  bill  of  the  complainants ;  and  how 
hey  have  supported  this  declaration  by  their  witnesses.  I  am  now 
o  consider  the  doctrine  of  tfie  atonement. 

By  the  atonement  the  ereat  mass  of  christians  understand,  the  satis- 
ying  of  divine  justice,  by  Jesus  Christ  giving  himself  a  ransom  for 
Sj  uodm'going  the  penalty  due  to  our  sins,  and  releasing  us  from  the 
lunishment  which  God  might  justly  inflict  upon  us. 

The  original  word  which  is  translated  atonement,  signifies'  caver- 
ns, conveying  the  idea  that  by  it  we  are  covered  from  the  avenging 
jstice  of  God.  In  Romans,  v.  11,  the  word  translated  atonement, 
i  the  Greek,  katallagen — reconciliation.  It  means,  simply  recon- 
iliation.  It  is  in  that  aspect  the  Quakers  regard  the  atonement 
!^his  idea  is  to  be  found  in  the  expression,  '^  by  Jesus  Christ  we  have 
eceived  the  reconciliation." 

In  the  views  of  christians  generally,  the  word  has  two  aspects,  the 
vat  is  that  of  expiation^  by  which  is  meant  the  act  of  doing  that 
irhlch  furnishes  a  just  ground  or  reason  in  a  system  ofjudicial  admi- 
listration,  tov  pardoning  a  convicted  offender.  J.  I^e  Smith,  on 
Ltonement,  136. 

But  as,  in  pardon,  the  act  which  causes  it,  must  not  only  be  done, 
»ut  the  gracious  disposition  be  felt  and  manifested  in  the  ruler;  the 
dea  has  another  aspect,  namely,  that  oi propitiation  ;  or  that  which 
las  the  property  of  disposing  or  causing  the  judge  to  admit  the  expi-  ^ 
iion;  that  is,  to  assent  to  it  as  a  valid  reason  for  pardoning  the 
tfiender.  IbiiL 

Expiation  regards  the  condition  of  the  offender.  Propitiation,  that 
>f  the  sovereign. 

The  same  thing  or  act  may,  and  it  is  fit  that  it  should  h^^  bQ^&v>^^ 
•eason  and  the  motive  for  the  pardoa.  Henc^esaXiA^cNAotvY^^^  ^x^>- 
mry  dactriae  of  aiooemeot  with  chmtAaua.    TVic^  XjkXv^n^^^'^c*^ 
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sacrifice  of  Jesus  Christ  was  the  compensation  for  a  broken  law,  the 
payment  of  a  debt  which  man  owed  but  could  never  pay.  That  God 
proposed  a  glorious  display  of  his  justice  as  well  as  his  mercy,  and 
therefore  would  not  pardon  without  a  satisfaction.  And  that  through 
the  imputed  righteousncssof  Christ,  men  are  saved,  the  righteousness 
of  the  Saviour  being  imputed  to  the  pardoned  offender;  for  the  doc- 
trine of  imputation  is  intimately  connected  with  that  of  satisfac- 
tion. 

All  trinitarians  agree  in  one  or  other  of  these  views  of  the  atone- 
ment. All  regard  it  in  the  light  of  an  expiation,  or  of  a  propitiation. 
But  this  is  not  the  Quaker  idea  of  atonement. 

Your  honours  will  perceive,  that  the  idea  of  a  satisfaction  is  every 
where  rejected  in  the  principles  of  Priends.  They  consider  it  in  the 
light  of  a  reconciliation;  not  of  offended  God,  but  of  offending 
man. 

The  reason  and  evidences  of  the  doctrine,  as  trinitarians  believe  it, 
they  consider  scattered  through  all  the  types,  and  ceremonies,  and 
prophecies  of  the  Holy  Volume,  and  in  the  acts  and  events  of  the 
sacrifice  himself,,  and  they  look  to  it  as  their  only  an^  alone  ground 
bf  confidence,  and  hope  of  escape,  from  the  terrors  of  a  guilty  con- 
science, and  the  awful  retributions  of  an  eternal  world. 

If  this  is  the  true  doctrine  of  the  atonement,  I  ask  if  the  Orthodox 
mean  in  their  bill  to  express  their  belief  in  satisfaction  and  imputed 
righteousness.  If  they  do,  they  believe  not  as  Penn,  and  Barclay, 
and  Whitehead  believed. 

Their  bill  leaves  it  uncertain  what  is  their  faith  on  this  point,  and 
they  ought,  either  to  have  explained  their  meaning,  or  have  avoided 
making  this  a  question  in  our  controversy. 

The  ancient  Friends  did  believe  in  the  atonement.  It  was  indis- 
solubly  connected  with  their  fundamental  truth,  the  light  of  Christ 
in  the  heart;  for  it  is  that  very  light,  that  Christ  within,  which  atones 
and  reconciles  to  God,  and  in .  producing  this  change,  throws  the 
covering  between  man  and  the  justice  of  his  God. 

They  believed  that  in  the  work  of  atonement  and  reconciliation, 
there  was  no  change  in  God.  He  was  from  everlasting  th^  same  mer- 
ciful being,  willing  to  be  gracious,  and  seeking  to  reconcile  his  offend- 
ing subjects  to  himself,  and  demanding  only  their  repentance,  reno- 
vation, and  love  to  him.  That  man  was  in  a  state  of  alienation  from 
and  rebellion  against  God,  and  could  not  be  restored  until  his  heart 
was  changed  and  reconciled  to  the  law  of  his  Maker.  That  in 
working  this  change  and  reconciliation,  it  was  necessary  to  effect  it  in 
his  heart,  and  that  this  is  called  atonement.  Man  must  be  altered  and 
renewed,  and  this  being  done,  the  atonement  was  made,  the  cover- 
ing was  thrown  between  him  and  the  primitive  justice  of  God. 

They  believed  further,  that  man  could  not  produce  this  change  in 
himself,  without  the  aid  of  his  Father's  love.  And  that  to  enable 
him  to  effect  it,  in  the  councils  of  his  wisdom,  and  the  overftewings 
of  his  love,  he  pro^posed  Vh^  mlssioa  of  the  blessed  Jesus,  and  in  his 
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sufferings  and  death  made  an  offering  and  sacrifice  well  pleasing  in  hul 
sight,  and  which  should  operate  as  an  instrumental  cause  to  change 
the  heart,  and  bring  it  back  to  obedience ;  and  that  thus,  through  his 
sufferings  and  death,  atonement  was  made  for  the  sins  of  man. 

•  They  thus  believed,  that  Christ  was  the  effect  of  God's  love  to 
man,  not  the  cause  of  it.  That  he  was  the  gift  and  thq  expi*ession  of 
that  love.  That  God  was  in  Christ  reconciling  the  world  to  himself. 
That  through  this  instrumental  cause  he  did  himself  produce  the  re- 
conciliation and  reformation,  and  that  they  precede  the  atonement, 
or  unity  to  God,  and  are  not  consequential  to  it.  And  that  we  are 
not,  therefore,  justified  by  the  imputation  of  the  righteousness  of 
Jesus  Christ,  except  as  is  experienced  in  our  own  persons,  in  our  obe- 
dience to  the  will  of  God,  produced  by  him,  and  enabling  us  to  keep 
his  commandments  and  abide  in  his  love. 

This  is  one  of  the  strong  features  of  the  doctrine  of  the  atone- 
ment, as  held  by  Friends.  They  believe  that  we  are  not  justified 
by  the  righteousness  of  Christ,  except  so  far  as  we  experience  it  in 
ourselves.  The  court  will  at  once  perceive  that  this  doctrine  does 
not  deny  the  divinity  of  Jesus  Christ.  It  humiliates  man  to  nothing, 
and  elevates  Christ  as  the  very  essence  and  expression  of  the  love 
and  power  of  God.  It  is  God  himself  that  acts,  and  offers,  and 
makes,  and  receives  the  sacrifice. 

As  regards  the  outward  body,  outward  actions,  and  outward  suf- 
ferings of  Jesus,  whatever  we  may  attribute  to  them  as  the  remote 
procuring  cause  of  the  penitent  state  of  our  own  minds,  and  in  con- 
'  sideration  of  which  penitence,  God  exercises  his  free  mercy  in  our 
forgiveness,  it  is  God  that  worketh  "  all  in  all.''  This  power  com- 
municated, dispensed,  bestowed  on  man,  is  man^s  Redeemer.  Be- 
side him  there  is  no  Saviour.  .  This  power  is  Christ.  It  is  the  light 
which  came  into  the  world,  and  entering  the  heart,  there  atones, 
mediates,  prepares  the  ransom,  restores  man  to  purity,  reunites  him 
to  the  favour  of  his  Maker  and  his  God.  Hence  this  power,  this 
Christ,  is  called  the  life,  the  word  of  reconciliation,  and  looking  to 
the  phraseology  of  the  law,  to  the  legal  figures  which  were  the  em- 
blems of  spiritual  realities,  and  to  the  sacrifices  which  were  the  anti- 
type of  this  one  great  continuing  and  all  pervading  sacrifice  ;  it  is  said 
that  the  blood  was  the  life,  and  that  without  its  she'dding,  there  was 
no  remission ;  the  blood  of  Jesus,  the  blood  of  Christ,  the  blood  of 
the  covenant,  and  the  blood  of  Jesus  Christ,  the  Son,  cleanses  from 
all  sin,  when  we  walk  in  the  light,  and  have  fellowship  with  God, 
for  God  is  light,  and  in  the  light. 

I  ask,  then,  did  the  Quakers  deny,  or  mean  to  deny,  the  holy  mis- 
sion, the  atonement,  the  reconciliation  produced  by  God,  when  they 
declined  to  look  to  the  outward  temple  of  the  power,  to  the  outward 
sacrifice,  to  the  blood  shed,  so  far  as  that  blood  partook  of  the  human 
body  of  the  Saviour,  for  their  deliverance  from  sin  and  death,  and 
their  pardon  and  restoration  to  God?  Oh  no.  They  looked  through 
the  instrumental  cause  to  the  Great  I  Am  who  directed,  and  to  t^t 
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tore  which  produced  that  inBtramenttl  esnfle ;  a  lore  which  teted 
not  alone  since  the  sacrifice  at  Jerusalem,  and  for  those  who  cant 
after  it,  but  embracing  the  whole  human  family,  from  its  first  ora- 
tion to  the  consummation  of  all  things ;  so  that  all  who  wiH  seek 
in  the  right  way  and  receiye,  may  enjoy  its  blessedneas,  and  thc^ 
who  will  not«  .must  perish. 

If  the  language  of  Elias  Hicks  be  correctly  understood,  and  brought 
up  to  this  standard,  it  is  believed  that  he  will  not  be  found  unworthy 
of  connexion  with  those  who  hold  the  doctrine  thus  exhibited. 

Whether  that  doctrine  be  true,  or  not  true,  we  are  not  to  judge. 
It  is  enough  that  it  is  the  belief  of  Friends.  It  is  this,  if  I  compre* 
hend  aright,  which  the  great  body  of  Friends  now  hold.  I  speA 
not  of  the  Orthodox.  1  speak  of  the  Friends  whom  I  reprtteot 
Whether  it  be  according  to  the  Orthodox  standard  or  not,  one  thiag 
I  am  certain  of.  It  is  a  doctrine  of  humble  faith,  and  merits  do 
human  penalties  for  its  promulgation. — G.  Fox's  Doctrinals,  p.  646; 
G.  Whitehead's  Light  and  Life,  p.  34,  38,  and  49 ;  Fox's  Greet 
Mystery,  p.  287  and  446  ;  1  Penington,  p.  266 ;  2  lb.  p.  517 ;  1 
Wm.  Fenn,  p.  571,  573  and  574 ;  Barclay's  Works,  p.  358,  405 
and  628  ;  Ap.  p.  446  ;  S.  Crisp,  p.  160 ;  Bailey,  p.  326. 

The  Orthodox  party,  in  their  billy  do  not  attempt  to  explain  their 
views  of  the  atonement.  They  give  the  text  '<Throush  hisbkiod 
we  have  redemption:"  but  how  through  his  blood?  la  it  by  the 
outward  flowing  of  the  fleshly  blood?  If  so,  it  is  denied  by  all 
Quakers.  Or  is  it  by  the  spirit  which  accompanied  that  Mood? 
If  they  have  any  other  atonement,  they  have  not  the  Quaker  atone- 
ment. It  is  a  necessary  emanation  of  the  light  within,  of  the  Chriit 
within.    They  who  reject  it  must  cease  to  be  Quakers. 

As  we  are  accused  of  a  false  faith  on  this  point,  it  is  right  to  inquire 
how  the  Orthodox  party  have  treated  the  doctrine  in  their  examhut- 
turn.  On  page  167,  vol.  i.,  when  this  subject  is  presented  to 
Thomas  Willis,  he  declines  an  exposition. 

<<Q.  You  have  declared  that  Eiias  Hicks,  when  speaking  of  Jens^ 
said,  he  (Jesus)  steadily  kept  in  view  his  entire  dependant  state^ 
does  your  society  believe  that  Jesus  was  independent  of  his  Father, 
or  could  do  anything  without  his  assistance? 

**  Witness.  What  dost  thou  mean  hy  Jesus?  that  I  maybepre- 
pared  to  answer  the  question  distinctly. 

<<  Counsel.  I  use  the  witness'  own  word,  and  he  may  take  it,  ac- 
cording as  his  own  society  understands  it. 

"  Witness.  We  believe  that  our  Lord  Jesus  Christ  is  the  Savioor 
of  man,  according  to  Scripture,  he  who  died  without  the  gates  of  Je- 
rusalem for  our  sins,  and  rose  again;  that  he  was  <  one  with  the  Fa* 
ther;'  that  he  ascended  up  into  heaven,  where  he  was  before,  and 
who,  in  a  divine  revelation,  appeared  to  his  servant  and  apostle  John, 
saying,  <  I  am  Alpha  aud  Ome^a^  the  first  and  the  last'  The  apos* 
tie  says,  he  turned  and  «aw  \w  VVv^  tca^^^  ^l  ^Cctfc  ^rss^ci  i^^A^ql  caiuile- 
sticka,  one  like  unto  \ive  Son  ol  man.     KxA-N\v^n>N^«w^\sMi^«^ 
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the  apostle,  <  I  fell  at  his  feet,  as  dead,  and  he  laid  his  right  hand 
upon  mo,  saying,  fear  not,  I  am  the  first  and  the  last,  1  am  he  that 
liveth,  and  was  dead,  and  behold,  I  am  alive  fer  ever  more ;  Amen, 
and  have  the  keys  of  hell  and  death.'  Our  society  receive  and  be- 
lieve the  Scripture  doctrine,  that  <  Jestis  is  the  Christ;^  we  do  not 
divide  between  Jesus  and  Christ. 

<<  Q.  Have  then  the  society  believed  in  what  is  called  the  hypo- 
static union,  or  substantial  oneness,  of  the  two  natures  in  Christy- 
human  and  divine? 

^<  A.  We  are  accountable  for  those  doctrines  which  are  found  in 
the  standard  works,  we  acknowledge,  and  leave  others  at  liberty  to 
charge  any  doctrines  upon  us  wliich  are  found  in  the  .works  thus  ap- 
proved, and  as  above  exhibited — but  we  do  not  hold  ourselves  bound 
to  answer  any  more  such  logical  and  unnecessary  questions  as  this, 
until  there  is  a  fair  ground  in  those  works  brought  against  us  to  base 
the  questions  upon."  • 

That  is  the  answer  he  gives.  You  will  observe  that  this  question 
of  the  atonement  is  directly  connected  with  that  of  the  divinity  of  the 
Saviour.     And  in  page  152,  this  question  is  put  to  the  same  witness. 

<<  The  witness  has  used  the  terms  <  Advocate  with  the  Father;' 
will  he  be  pleased  to  say,  whether  he  used  them  with  any  definite 
meaning  which  the  society  holds  on  the  subject? 

<<  A.  I  did  not  undertake  to  define  on  this  subject  any  further  than 
is  defined  in  the  Holy  Scriptures,  and  acknowledged  by  our  society. 

'<  Q.  What  are  these  terms  acknowledged  by  tJie  society  to  mean? 

'<  A.  I  consider  it  more  proper  for  me  to  refer  to  the  exhibited 
doctrines  of  the  society,  than  to  enter  far  into  the  disquisition  of  the 
subject." 

The  witness  does  not  tell  us  what  he  means,  and  the  Orthodox 
party  will  not  tell  us.  They  will  not  make  logical  iT\ferences,  and 
vet  they  will  push  human  penalties  on  us,  for  not  expressing  our  be- 
lief in  the  form  they  wish. 

Thomas  Willis,  in  pages  144,  149,  and  150,  uses  the  same  eva- 
sions.    And  in  155,  he  denies  the  outward  body  to  be  our  Mediator. 

William  Jackson,in  page  106,answers  as  to  the  spirit  begetting  flesh. 
Joseph  Whitall,  vol.  i.  p.  232,  distinguishes  between  Christ  and  his 
body;  in  234,  a  body  as  one  of  ours;  in  237,  refers  for  explanation 
of  the  atonement,  to  Barclay,  which  we  also  are  very  ready  to  do; 
and  in  243  exhibits  his  dilemma,  in  relation  to  the  divinity  and  man- 
hood. 

If  you  will  turn  to  those  pages,  you  will  see  the  mode  in  which 
they  refer  to  this  subject,  and  their  evasions  respecting  it  The  con- 
clusions from  this  view  of  the  atonement,  are  apparent.  I  need  not 
delay  time  in  order  that  I  may  exhibit  them. 

The  next  subject  to  be  considered,  is  the  inspiration  of  the  Scrip- 
tures. 

All  christians  concur  in  this  doctriue,  Ihoi  \.V\e  ^m^\>«%A«sft.^^ 
declaration  of  the  will  of  God  to  man,  deve\o\)\ti%  wA  \«^«^vw^'^ 
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him,  his  nature  and  condition,  his  sina  and  guilt,  hh*  hopes  tod  dea- 
tiny.  Thej  are  the  records  of  God  dealing  with  his  creatures,  and 
auataineU  by  more  perfect  evidence,  than  any  queatioD  of  bumao 
science,  or  any  portion  of  human  history. 

They  contain  within  themselves  a  standing  miracle^  which  will 
last  until  the  conflagration.  They  contain  sixty-aix  books  written 
in  different  languages,  at  different  times,  throughout  a  period  of  fif* 
teen  hundred  years,  and  yet  there  is  not  a  contradiction  ia  them 
when  they  are  properly  understood.  Who  can  take  this  single  fact  tad 
believe  them  to  be  the  work  of  man?  Before  that  volume  appeared, 
d  was  not  Plato  alone,  but  ail  men  to  whom  the  remark  of  Lactaa- 
tfius  would  apply — Somniaverat  deum^  non  cognoneraL 

The  modes  in  which  we  express  our  confidence  in  the  Scriptara^ 
have  varied  at  different  times,  and  the  precise  import  of  the  language 
is  not  always  the  same.  They  have  been  called  inspired  writiogi) 
authentic  writings,  and  the  word  of  God. 

Ancient  Friends  did  not  call  them  the  word  of  God.  Elias  Hicks 
did  not.  But  did  they  mean  to  deny  that  they  were  dictated  bj 
G^  ?  They  affirmed  that  Christ  was  the  Word,  and  that  these  ime 
the  words  of  men,  under  the  influence  and  direction  of  the  sfurit  of 
Christ. 

They  believe  the  Scriptures  to  be  the  record  or  account  of  the 
principles,  of  the  doctrines  of  Christ,  the  light  and  wisdom  of  God. 
That  this  account  consists  of  the  declarations  and  exhortations  whidi 
were  spoken  and  written  on  various  occasions.  That  they  were  ao 
spoken  and  written  through  the  movings  of  God's  spirit;  and  that 
whatever  is  so  given,  is  a  declaration  and  testimony  of  truth,  aad 
profitable  for  instruction  in  righteousness. 

In  the  second  place,  they  believe  tiiat,  os  they  ate  a  testimony  of 
truth,  they  cannot  give  or  convey  a  knowledge  of  truth;  but  thb 
must  be  given  by  the  author  of  the  testimony  himself.  And  this 
goes  far  to  explain  the  sentiments  of  Elias  Hicks,  though  I  am  not 
bound  to  be  his  apologist. 

The  Scriptures  springing  from  the  fountain  of  truth,  cannot  riie 
higher  than  the  fountain.  They  are  not  the  fountain,  and  are  noi 
therefore  to  be  esteemed  the  adequate  primary  rule  of  faith,  and  chief 
ground  of  divine  truth;  but  that  this  is  the  spirit  of  God  which  gives 
light  to  every  man  who  properly  sedcs  it,  and  by  which  alone  the 
Scriptures  can  be  rightly  and  fully  known  and  understood. 

This  spirit,  this  inward  testimony  is  the  guide  to  all  truth,  and 
gives  the  rule  of  faith  and  life,  and  where  the  Scriptures  are  leaned 
upon  for  this  rule,  they  are  exalted  above  their  proper  place,  for  the 
fetter  killeth,  and  they  are  made  to  assume  the  office  of  the  divine 
light,  which  is  the  alone  infallible  teacher  of  the  way  to  God. — ^Bar- 
clay, p.  296  and  297;  1  Penn,  p.  595;  1  Penington,  p.  11,  and 
Burrough,  p.  446  and  447. 

This  view  of  \\\e^w\\A.\xxe»\»  >5ofc  T^cftSMsr^  te^snlt  of  the  fundi- 
mental  truth  ot  ttie  Qfcaiket  >a^v^^-    \^  VlX^Xxv^^^ns^^^V^^ks. 
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to  etch  a  portion  of  his  own  light ;  that  when  proporly  soughi  he 
does  make  immediate  revelation  in  the  heart ;  that  revelation  being 
God  himself)  must  he  the  guide,  and  all  other  things,  no  matter  \vhat| 
must  be  secondary. 

They  do  not  depreciate  the  Scriptures,  but  regard  them  as  useful 
aids  and  tevts  of  opinion  and  belief,  and  as  means  of  trying  the  reve- 
lations to  each  individual  which  may  be  believed,  or  affirmed  to  have 
come  from  God. 

It  is  in  this  light  Friends  view  the  Scriptures.  Whether  true  or 
false,  it  is  no  reason  why  their  civil  rights  should  be  forfeited. 

This  is  the  view  of  their  sentiments  given  in  Mosheim's  History. 
In  the  original  edition  of  that  work  they  were  grossly  ifiisrepre* 
sented.  They  thereupon  sent  a  minute  of  their  sentiments  to  the 
printer,  the  reading  of  a  part  of  which  will  have  a  two-fold  opera- 
tion. It  will  show  their  views  of  the  trinity  and  the  atonement,  as 
well  as  of  the  Scriptures.  I  begin  on  page  294  of  the  2d  volume 
of  Mosheim,  new  edition  : 

<<  We  believe  the  Scriptures  of  the  Old  and  New  Testament  to  be 
of  divine  original,  and  give  full  credit  to  the  historical  facts,  as  well 
as  the  doctrines  therein  delivered  ;  and  never  had  any  doubt  of  the 
truth  of  the  actual  birth,  life,  sufferings,  death,  resurrection  and  as- 
cension of  our  Lord  and  Saviour  Jesus  Christ,  as  related  by  the 
evangelists,  witliout  any  mental  or  other  reserve,  or  the  least  diminu- 
tion by  allegorical  explanation:  and  there  is  not,  nor  ever  has  beent  any 
essential  difference  in  faith  or  practice  between  Friends  in  Europe 
and  America;  but  a  correspondence  is  regularly  maintainedi  and 
love,  harmony,  and  unity  have  been  preserved  down  to  this  day ; 
and  we  hope  and  believe,  under  divine  favour,  nothing  will  I^e  aUe 
to  scatter  or  divide  us. 

<<  We  do  not  wish  to  meddle  with  those,  called  mystics,  or  to 
adopt  many  of  their  expressions.  We  presume  there  were  sincerely 
religious  people  among  them;  but  we  think  religion  is  a  simple 
thing,  the  work  of  the  Spirit  of  God  in  the  hearts  of  men ;  and  as 
to  our  tenets  and  history  we  refer  to  Fox,  Barclay,  Peno,  Sewel, . 
Crough,  &c.  and  declare,  that  we  never  had,  nor  now  have,  any  other 
doctrines  to  publish,  and  that  there  are  do  religious  opinions  or  prao- 
tices  among  us  which  have  not  been  made  known  to  the  world. " 

Sirs,  they  had  been  charged  as  not  being  triftitarians;  their  an- 
swer was,  '<  We  believe  as  Fox  and  Barclay  believed.^^ 

They  were  charged  with  denying  the  atonement  and  the  propitia- 
tion.   They  replied,  **'  We  believe  as  Fox  and  Barclay  believed.'^ 

They  were  charged  as  being  mystics  and  placing  conscience  above 
Scripture,  and  you  perceive  their  precise  and  cautious  reply.  This 
publication  in  Mosheim  has  been  referred  to  as  justifying  the  prepa- 
ration of  a  creed  by  the  Orthodox  in  1822,  and  their  effort  to  give  it 
sanction.  But  in  this  quotation  is  found  the  proper  answer  to  the 
pretence.  Uoes  this  quotation  contain  a  creed  %  Y^q^\\.^^>^\w>^ 
doctrines  now  in  contest?     Doea  it  Xay  Aoviv  ^tv\^  >a!V  ^*^  ^"^^s^ 
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members  are  to  believe  or  be  disowned  ?  If  Mosheim  could  not  a- 
tort  a  creed,  why  should  Paul  and  Amicus?  If  a  history  which  is 
read  in  every  country  could  not  draw  forth  a  more  explicit  refa- 
tation,  why  should  an  evanescent  newspaper  controversy?  Tbe 
reason  cannot  be  concealed  by  the  flimsy  covering  which  is  thrown 
over  it 

The  answers  of  the  Orthodox  witnesses  exhibit  the  injustice  of 
their  accusations  against  us.  Although  Thomas  Willis,  in  Ev.  vol.  L 
p.  159,  gives  an  evasive  answer,  yet  in  p.  158  he  distinctly  admits 
that  doctrines  cannot  be  tested  by  the  Scriptures,  without  the  aid  of 
the  spirit;  and  J.  Whitall,  in  p.  039,  refers  us  to  Barclay  for  what  it 
to  be  believed ;  and  yet  we  are  accused  of  concealing  our  opioions 
respecting  the  inspiration  of  the  Scriptures. 

The  court  adjourned. 


Wednesday  morning, 
Mr.  Soxtthard  resumed  : 

I  referred  your  honours  to  some  passages  in  various  works  pub- 
lished with  the  sanction  of  the  society  of  Friends,  in  illustration  of 
the  doctrines  on  which  I  had  yesterday  occasion  to  argue.  I  did  not 
occupy  the  time  of  the  court  by  reading  many  of  these  passages,  but 
submit  them  to  the  examination  of  the  court,  and  request  attention  to 
them  all,  as  portions  of  authentic  publications  which  contain,  in  few 
words,  the  substance  of  the  several  doctrines  in  question. 

I  would  now  recall  the  attention  of  the  court,  for  a  short  time,  to 
the  controversy  which  existed  in  the  days  of  George  Keith,  which 
has  been  so  often  alluded  to,  and  which,  in  several  points,  is  highly 
important  in  the  present  stage  of  the  argument.  The  publications 
made  by  the  parties  at  that  time,  present  a  full  view  of  the  grounds 
of  controversy,  and  to  them  constant  reference  .must  be  made.  His 
first  ground  of  complaint  was,  that  the  discipline  was  too  lax;  that 
it  had  not  enough  of  authority  about  it  to  draw  the  bond  of  onion 
close,  as  they  had  no  other  criterion  of  membership.  The  single 
principle  of  unity  which  ruled  in  it,  he  deemed  altogether  insidB- 
cient  He  demanded  a  change,  on  this  point,  and  prepared  and  pre- 
sented a  scheme  of  discipline,  or  government,  better  suited  to  his 
notions  of  ruling  the  society.  The  yearly  meeting  gave  him  oo  en- 
couragement, and  he  was  compelled  to  let  it  drop.  Had  he  lived  in 
our  day  he  would  have  received  more  countenance.  The  bond  of 
unity  was  then  sufficient  They  did  not  require  anything  beyond  it 
to  govern  and  control  them.  The  history  of  this  cause  is  evidence 
that  there  are  those  in  our  day  who  unite  in  Keith^s  opinion.  A  dis- 
liked preacher  is  stopped,  where  the  ordinary  action  of  the  discipline 
cannot  be  applied,  and  where  assumed  authority  can  execute  its  re- 
sentments, wilhoul  Te^wtA  vo  >Sc\^>c«iw^  w  >^^T>\\«e.^C  the  discipline. 

He  complained,  \u  l\\ft  w5fcOT\^i^^^e>>^^v^>fc'^^\«w^>«i^^>i.^«i®^ 
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in  their  doctrines  concerning  the  divinity  of  Christ,  and  that  they 
superseded  this  doctrine  to  too  great  an  extent,  by  the  undue  estima« 
tion  in  which  they  held  the  inward  light,  which  he  asserted  was 
wholly  ^insufficient,  without  something  else.^*  Thomas  Fitz- 
walter  and  others  condemned  him  for  this,  and  although  Fitzwalter 
was  rebuked  for  the  language  he  used  on  that  occasion,  yet  the  so^ 
ciety  did  not  justify  Keith,  and  he  complains  that  they  did  not  plead 
for  the  innocent. 

Had  Keith  seen  the  bill  of  the  complainants  in  this  cause,  he 
would  have  found  no  reason  to  charge  them,  with  making  too  much 
of  the  inward  light.  One  would  scarcely  imagine  from  thi/i  record 
of  their  opinions,  that  it  was  the  controlling  principle  of  their  faith. 

By  the  monthly  meeting  of  Philadelphia,  on  the  S6th  of  third 
month,  1692,  a  declaration  was  made  that  the  light  within  was  suf* 
ficient  without  anything  else.  Keith  resisted  this  doctrine.  He 
held  to  the  manhood  and  divinity  of  Jesus  Christ,  as  they  are  re- 
ceived by  trinitarian  christians  of  the  present  day,  and  he  was  re- 
sisted by  Stockdale,  and  Lloyd,  and  Young,  and  Humphrey,  and 
Jennings,  and  Ellwood,  and  all  the  leading  and  most  intelligent, 
most  useful  and  most  influential  members  of  the  society.  And  they  , 
openly  charged  him  with  preaching  two  Christs.  (Gough,  339  \ 
Judgments,  2;  Plea,  16;  Appeal,  4,  5,  6 ;  Gough,  325-6;  Jen- 
nings' Statement;  Ellwood's  Epistle.)  His  doctrines  were  greatly 
abhorrent  to  their  opinions  and  principles;  so  much  so,  that  William 
Penn,  on  hearing  him  preach  concerning  the  blood  of  Christ,  and 
his  reliance  on  the  shedding  of  that  blood  for  his  salvation,  rose  up 
with  great  emotion,  and  said,  <<  George  Keith,  I  pronounce  thee  an 
apostate,  over  the  head  of  thee  !" 

Yet,  although  this  was  so,  Keith  was  not  disowned  for  his  doc- 
trines, but  for  other  causes.  (Keith,  15,  16,  17  ;  Gough,  327,  329.) 
These  doctrines  were  not  the  bond  of  communion — and  his  case 
affords  two  remarks  for  our  consideration  :  1.  A  comparison  of  the 
publications  made  by  the  Orthodox,  and  the  arguments  of  their  coun- 
sel, with  the  works  left  by  Keith,  show  demonstrably,  that  the  two 
agree.  The*  Orthodox  of  this  day  were  the  Keithians  of  that.  The 
"h  riends  of  that  day  are  the  Friends  of  this.  Keith  speedily  found  his 
proper  position  in  the  church  of  England,  and  the  Orthodox  are  now 
hastening  to  enter  the  steeple  house.  2.  If  Keith  was  disowned,  as  is 
sometimes  alleged,  for  his  doctrines,  then  the  society  denied  the 
man  Jesus,  as  a  fit  object  for  worship.  If  not  disowned  for  his  doc- 
trines, then  those  doctrines  were  not  at  that  day  regarded  as  the  bond 
of  union  which  he  had  broken,  as  fundamental  truths.  Let  our  ad- 
versaVies  choose  their  alternative. 

In  the  third  place,  Keith  desired  a  creed  to  be  formed.  (Plea, 
15,  16,  17.)  "To  draw  up  some  principles  and  doctrines  of  faith 
in  the  most  necessary  things,  to  qualifjrthe  church  pembers,  and 
distinguish  believers  from  unbelievers,  as  they  Had  wme*^ 

At  his  own  monthly  meeting,  the  'RYioA^lfXatA  sXaNKroRRvV^S.  x*«v- 
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gious  doctrines  was  approved  and  printed,  but  the  printing  it  wis 
condemned  by  two  meetings,  and  it  was  not  much  circulated  or  re- 
ceived. Ellwood  opposed  the  creed  as  favouring  the  outward  bood 
of  communion ;  and  says  it  never  has  been  done.  (Ellwoo<^^s  Epit- 
tie  ;  Jennings'  Statement)  But  Keith  urged  this  matter  so  far,  that 
at  a  meeting  of  ministers,  on  the  20th  of  April,  1793,  a  resolutioa 
was  passed,  and  was  subsequentiy  adopted  by  the*  monthly  meeting 
of  Philadelphia,  that  they  were  willing  to  give  out  a  confession  iMT 
faith  to  satisfy  Keith,  but  it  must  be  in  the  very  wards  qfScriphurt, 
This,  however,  would  not  satisfy  him  as  a  creed  for  the  society.— 
And  he  told  them  they  would  have  no  guide  in  this  creed;  for 

gipists,  sociniajis,  and  muggletonians,  would  do  as  much  as  that 
enn  also  consented  that  a  creed  should  be  prepared ;  but  insisted 
that  it  must  be  in  the  words  of  Scripture  only.     (I  Penn,  750.) 

Nothing  can  more  closely  resemble  the  creed  of  ^  necessary 
things,"  drawn  up  by  the  Orthodox  party  now  than  Keith's  propoii- 
tions.  He  wished  them  to  bo  a  rule  to  distinguish  tlie  believer  from 
the  unbeliever,  and  they  objected  to  it  upon  the  principle,  that  all 
outward  tests  were  unchristian  and  unspirituaL  In  what  then  do 
the  Orthodox  differ  from  Gkorg<?  Keith,  except  that,  unlike  hio, 
they  are  noiv  the  minority,  in  ]X)ssession  of  power,  to  sustain  those 
innovations  which  he  attempted,  in  vain,  to  establish.  I  have  how- 
ever, now  done  with  the  discussion  respecting  doctrines. 

The  Orthodox  party  claim  that  the  Friends  have  seceded  from 
their  early  faith,  and  therefore  must  give  up  all  the  property.  We 
have  protested,  that  if  it  were  so,  the  consequences  would  not  fol- 
low, but  have  inquired  into  the  fact,  by  asking,  Ist.  In  what  is  our 
departure  alleged  ?  3d.  Is  that  the  real  Quaker  doctrine  ?  3d.  Have 
we  deserted  it  ?  4th.  If  we  have,  does  forfeiture  follow  ? — ^And  we 
have  seen  that  there  are  three  points  of  complaint  1.  The  doctrine 
of  the  trinity.  2.  The  doctrine  of  the  atonement  3.  The  inspin- 
tion  of  the  Scriptures ;  and  with  regard  to  them,  we  have  no  creed 
by  which  to  test  opinions,  but  the  respected  authorities  of  the  »- 
ciety,  repudiate  the  Orthodox  doctrines,  and  leave  us  free  from 
censure,  and  not  liable  to  forfeiture.  But  if  the  court  please,  we 
are  charged  as  ^<  Hicksites.^'  Elias  Hicks  is  said  to  have  been  an 
apostate  and  infidel,  and  we  are  to  bear  the  penalty  of  his  errors. 
Now,  why  is  this?  How  are  we  connected  with  Elias  Hicks?  Is 
it  deemed  sufficient  falsely  to  brand  us  with  a  name  of  reproach  aod 
then  to  fasten  the  character  and  consequences  of  that  name  upon  us? 
We  have  solemnly  denied  this  name  in  our  answer  ;  we  disclaim 
being  the  followers  of  any  man.  We  are  told,  however,  that  it  shali 
be  fastened  upon  us ;  that  we  shall  not  escape  it ;  and  we  shall  now 
and  ever  bear  its  penalties.  The  declaration  was  made  in  do  unjust 
or  unkind  spirit,  but  I  regret  that  it  was  made.  It  seemed  too  much 
in  the  temper  of  Orthodoxy.  I  mean,  not  the  Orthodoxy  of  trioi- 
tarianism  of  any  other  religious  faith ;  but  that  Orthodoxy,  which 
feeling  sti*ength,  compels  submission,  and  coerces,  with  pains  and 
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forfeitures^  conformity  to  its  own  creed  ;  an  Orthodoxy,  which, 
wherever,  and  in  whatever  sect  it  is  found,  spurns  liberty  of  con- 
science ;  assumes  the  tribunal  of  the  judge ;  interferes  between  man 
and  his  Maker;  finds  its  music  in  the  groans,  its  drinlc  inTthe  tears, 
its  food  in  the  broken  hearts  of  its  victims.  Thanks  be  to  Grod, 
here,  in  this  land,  it  has  no  power. 

But  I  ask  again,  why  are  we  <^  Hicksites ;"  and  why,  if  Elias  Hicks 
deserved  disownment  and  reproach,  are  we  to  suffer  with  him  ?  We 
have  never  assumed  the  name,  either  privately,  or  in  any  official,  so- 
ciety act.— T.  Willis,  1  vol.  151—3;  S.  Parsons,  1  vol.  241.  He 
never  uttered  unsound  doctrines  in  our  hearing.  We  never  ap- 
proved any  false  testimony  which  he  delivered.  When  he  came  to 
the  yearly  meeting  of  1S28,  he  had  certificates,  given  before  the  se- 
paration in  his  own  yearly  meeting,  and  which  would  have  carried 
him,  even  within  the  <^  select  circle'^  of  the  Arch  street  meeting  it-' 
eelCl  When  Green  street  monthly  meeting  gave  him  a  minute  of  ac- 
ceptance, it  is  not  pretended  that  he  had  uttered  an  incorrect  sentiment 
within  its  bounds.  No  evidence  proves  that  he  had.  It  does  not 
appear  that  he  ever  visited  Chesterfield,  or  ever  bore  a  testimony  to 
Friends  there,  to  those  who  are  now  contesting  a  right  to  their  pro- 
perty, or  tiiat  one  of  them  all  ever  knew  or  conversed  with  him. 

And  by  what  are  we  to  be  condemned  ?  By  his  sermons  ?  Is  this 
90  in  other  cases?  Are  the  sermons  of  Smith,  and  Green,  and  Mil- 
ler, and  Alexander,  the  measure  of  faith  in  the  presbyterian  church, 
and  must  all  who  read  them,  answer  for  any  error  which  they  con- 
tain ?  By  his  letters  ?  We  never  knew  of  their  existence,  until 
long  after  the  bond  of  unity  was  broken  ;  until  after  this  cause  had 
given  evidence  to  the  world,  that  Orthodoxy  had  scattered  us  abroad, 
and  failing  to  grasp  power,  sought  its  satisfaction  in  property. — 1  vol. 
120.  Thomas  Willis  had  concealed  from  us  these  proofs  of  his  fraud 
against  friendship,  until  they  were  produced  in  evidence  here.  It  is 
a  strange  fact,  that  while  we  arc  charged  with  believing  as  Elias  Hicks 
believed,  not  one  approval  of  his  opinions  is  produced  against  us  ;  not 
one  difficulty  in  the  society  has  arisen,  except  where  the  discipline 
had  been  violated,  and  we  became  its  defenders. 

But  if  this  were  not  so,  can  a  whole  society  bo  made  answerable 
for  the  errors  of  a  single  individual,  and  responsible  for  the  opinions 
of  any  one  man  ?  It  can  be  made  to  answer,  only,  for  what  it  autho- 
rizes to  be  published,  and  thus  approves.  So  say  liettle,  and  Willis, 
and  Whitall,  and  Evans,  and  Parsons,  in  their  testimony,  and  so  every 
principle  of  justice  and- law  proclaims. 

But,  although  I  have  thus  investigated  the  doctrines,  and  repelled 
the  idea  that  we  are  to  answer  for  Elias  Hicks^  sentiments,  it  has 
been  done  out  of  respect  to  the  opinion  of  Justice  Drake,  and  the  ar- 
gument of  the  adverse  counsel.  I  now  enter  for  my  clients  a  solemn 
protest  against  the  whole  inquiry,  and  especially  against  tiie  conse- 
quences which  have  been  deduced  from  it.  Let  the  Orthodox  be  as 
Oilhodox  as  they  may,  they  arc  not  authorized  to  inquire  into  our  re- 
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ligious  belief,  as  ground  of  forfeiture  of  rights.  There  are  caMiy  I 
have  admitted,  in  which  it  may  be  done;  but  they  are  caaes  where 
there  are  incorporations,  or  original  grants  depending  on  specified 
conditions ;  as  where  there  is  a  set  of  principles  acknowledged  and  ad- 
mitted, and  by  which  it  is  agreed  that  the  property  shall  be  holdeo. 
This  was  the  fact  in  the  Woodbridge  case,  cited  from  our  court  of 
appeals.  The  deed  was  given  to  an  incorporation  by  name.  lo  the 
Am  boy  case,  it  turned  upon  the  right  of  membership,  and  this  apoo 
the  payment  of  salary.  Such,  also,  are  the  cases  cited  from  New 
York  and  Massachusetts. 

The  case  in  15  Mass.  Rep.  464,  according  to  the  marginal  note,  is 
this:  ^<  Where,  in  a  new  town, a  congregational  minister  was  settled, 
as  the  minister  of  the  town,  and  after  his  death,  another  minister  of  the 
same  denomination  was  settled,  this  latter  was  held  to  succeed  to  all 
the  rights  of  the  former,  and  to  be  entitled  to  possession  of  the  mioia- 
terial  lands  of  the  town;  although  a  majority  of  the  town  were  then  of 
other  denominations  or  persuasions.'^ 

The  ground  of  this  decision  is  this:  Every  town  in  the  common- 
wealth is  a  parish ;  and  all  parochial  property  is  held  in  a  corporate 
capacity  ; — page  468.  <<  All  the  inhabitants  of  the  town  being  mem- 
bers of  the  parish,  unless  they  have  disconnected  themselves  there- 
from in  some  legal  way.''  The  court  held,  that  if  this  town  was  a 
parish,  it  was  a  congregaiiojuil parish  ;  as  such  elected  a  congrega- 
tional minister;  and  such  >vas  the  claimant  469.  Those  who  coosti- 
tuted  the  majority,  had  availed  themselves  of  the  act  of  181 1,  aod 
became  separate  corporations.  The  congregationalists  were  thus 
left  the  entire  parish  corporation,  and  as  such,  their  minister  was  en- 
titled to  enjoy  the  property  ;  whilst  the  jnajority  were  divided  into 
fragments,  and  had  become  incorporated  into  other  corporationSf 
and  were  disqualified  to  vote  in  the  congi*egational  parish. 

Here  those  who  separated  from  the  parish,  became  incorporated 
under  the  act  of  1811,  as  a  distinct  religious  denomination^  and  aa 
a  distinct  corporation. 

4  Mass.  Rep.  534.  The  principle  decided,  is  this :  <^  If,  after  the 
inhabitants  of  a  school  district  have  voted  to  raise  money  for  building 
a  school-house,  and  before  the  same  is  assessed,  the  town  shall  set  off 
certain  of  the  inhabitants,  and  form  them  into  a  separate  district,  such 
inhabitants  are  not  liable  to  be  assessed  for  the  money  so  voted." 
The  case  is  cited  for  this  dictum  of  the  judge,  "  the  most  operative 
distinction  is,  that  where  a  new  town  is  incorporated  out  of  one  or 
more  towns,  Xhe  former  corporations  continue  with  all  their  powers 
and  duties."  The  judge  continues  :  <^  But  if  a  new  school  district 
is  formed  out  of  one  or  more  districts,  all  the  districts,  whose  limits 
are  anew  prescribed,  become,  in  fact,  new  districts." 

So  far  as  the  case  is  applicable,  it  is  in  our  favour.  It  takes  a  dis- 
tinction between  a  separation  of  members,  from  corporcUe  bodies, 
and  a  separation  from  communities  not  incorporated.  In  the  latter 
case,  both  divisions  are  7iew  bodies ;  in  which  case,  they  must  sue- 
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ceed  rateably  to  the  property,  if  it  does  not  revert  to  the  donors,  or 
the  majority  will  take  it 

The  principle  of  the  case  in  16  Mass.  488,  is  thus  stated  in  th.e  sylltr 
bus :  <*  Where  a  majority  of  the  membmrs  of  a  congregational  churchy 
separate  from  the  majority  oftheparishy  the  members  who  remain, 
although  a  minority,  constitute  the  church  in  such  parish,  and  retain 
the  rights  and  property  belonging  thereto.'^  That  is,  the  majoritjf 
of  the  parishioners^  who  owned  the  property,  were  entitled  to  hold 
the  property,  against  the  minority  of  the  parishionersj  although  the 
latter  were  a  majority  of  the  church  worshippers  or  communicants. 

This'case  is  full  and  decisive,  upon  the  principle  of  the  majority 
of  the  owners  oj  the  property^  carrying  i!  against  the  minority, 
though  the  latter  Were  the  majority  of  the  church  worshippers,  or  as 
it  might  be  said  in  this  cause,  were  the  old,  experienced,  weighty 
members ;  for  as  property^  ownersy  at  least  all  Friends,  are  on  an 
equality. 

Read  at  foot,  pages  500,  502 ;  pages  507 — 8. 

The  principle  established  by  these  cases,  leads  to  the  inquiry  be- 
fore  made  as  to  majority,  and  in  regard  to  it,  no  just  doubt  can  exist 
upon  the  evidence.  The  majority  of  Friends  is  great.  (See  Exhibit^ 
Sec)  Elsewhere,  throughout,  there  is  a  similar  disparity.  Nor  ought 
there  to  be. 

Here  the  defendants  declare  their  belief  in  the  doctrines  of  ancient 
Friends.  There  is  no  written  standard — confession — creed — sanc- 
tioned by  them^  individually  or  collectively.  The  court  cannot  pro- 
ceed further;  even  a  change  of  belief  does  not,  under  our  system, 
work  a  forfeiture  of  rights,  otherwise  there  is  no  liberty  of  conscience; 
our  boasting  is  folly.  A  decision  which,  in  such  ac-ase  as  this,  would 
impute  error,  and  then  inflict  penalties,  would  prostrate  in  an  hour 
the  fabric  which  we  have  been  erecting  for  nearly  two  centuries,  and 
let  us  beware.  It  is  easier  to  destroy  than  to  build.  <<  A  thousand 
years  will  scarce  suffice  to  build  a  state,  an  hour  may  rend  it"  After 
t])e  minute  examination  which  has  been  given  to  Judge  Drake's  opi- 
nion, I  do  not  longer  delay  to  subject  it  to  further  criticism.  I  do 
but  remark:  1.  It  is  not  true  that  we  refused  to  answer,  so  far  as  law 
and  the  discipline  required.  The  latter  expressly  forbids  an  indivi- 
dual to  answer  for  the  sentiments  of  the  society,  and  publish  its  doc- 
trines; the  former  will  not  justify  a  party  being  put  upon  an  inquisi- 
tion into  specific  articles  of  faith,  as  ground  of  forfeiture,  when  his 
profession  and  general  character  as  a  member  of  a  religious  society, 
anthorize  him  to  hold  property,  and  especially  when  those  articles 
relate  to  an  admitted  mystery — as  is  the  case  now  before  the  court. 
So  admitted,  not  only  in  the  evidence,  but  by  all  men.  2.  Our  opi- 
nions are  not  to  be  inferred  from  those  of  Elias  Hicks.  3.  If  We  do 
not  answer,  our  adversary  must  prove;  he  cannot  presume  and  take 
our  error  for  granted.  4.  A  forfeiture  can  arise  from  no  such  prin- 
ciple or  cause  under  our  institutions. 

90 
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But  although  we  are  not  willing  to  take  the  name  of  Elias  Hicki, 
or  any  other  human  name  to  designate  our  belief^  and  give  character 
to  our  /aith,  we  cannot,  we  will  not,  east  reproach  upon  him,  but  do 
and  must  ever,  hold  his  life  a«d  character  in  rel^pect  Whatever  maj 
have  b^n  his  errors  of  opinion,  speculative  or  practical,  he  was,  Cv 
anything  which  we  know,  a  truly  excellent,  pious,  devout,  and  good 
man.  He  possessed  an  active  spirit,  ambitious  of  excellence,  ardently 
zealous  in  the  pursuit  of  that  which  he  belieted  to  be  his  duty,  and 
esteemed  to  be  right,  He  early  yielded  his  mind  to  the  purifying 
influence  of  the  spirit  of  truth,  and  at  twentypseven  years  ot  age  pul^ 
licly  ministered  in  the  gospel  to  his  dying  fellow-men.  For  fifty- 
ieven  years  he  ardently  and  earnestly  advocated  the  cause  of  Chris- 
tianity, and  of  human  happiness.  And  he  was  not  less  a  friend  of 
perfect  liberty  of  conscience.  The  testimonies  of  his  society  he  bore 
meekly,  yet  fearlessly,  urging  them  on  the  conscience,  with  a  zeal 
which  demanded  attention  and  secured  it.  A  friend  of  true  liberty 
in  all  its  aspects  and  influences,  he  was  the  unceasing  advocate  of 
human  rights,  whether  they  were  those  of  the  white  man,  of  the 
Indian,  or  of  the  African.  Possessing  an  acute  and  strongly  argu- 
mentative mind,  he  had  also  a  kind  heart,  which  overflowed  with 
benevolent  feelings  towards  every  object  of  human  suffering.  His 
public  ministrations  were  listened  to  by  the  pious  and  the  learned  with 
deeply  absorbing  interest,  and  immense  multitudes  displayed  by  their 
feelings  and  by  their  conduct,  that  he  was  powerful  in  argument  and 
in  persuasion.  At  the  advanced  age  of  more  than  four  score  years, 
his  zeal  did  not  relax.  At  that  period  when  human  nature  seeks 
repose  from  its  labours,  and  a  pillow  from  its  cares,  he  travelled 
widely,  and  ministered  faithfully  and  zealously,  <<  instant  in  season 
and  out  of  season.'^  He  traversed  Ohio,  Indiana,  New  York,  New 
Jersey,  and  Pennsylvania,  and  preached  that  gospel  which  is  ^  peace 
on  earth,  and  good  will  to  men." 

He  was  eminently,  in  all  the  relations  and  intercourse  of  life,  a 
peace-maker — not  merely  in  the  settlement  of  controversies  betweep 
his  fellow-rnen,  but  in  a  higher  and  holier  sense — and  <<  blessed  are 
tiie  peace-makers,  for  they  shall  be  called  the  children  of  God."  He 
sought,  in  the  strong  meaning  of  the  original  Scripture  word  wtmt 
(eirein  ero)  to  convert  into  one;  to  bring  to  unity;  to  conuection 
with  the  father  of  peace;  the  sacrifice  and  mediator  of  peace;  the 
nourisher  and  bond  of  peace. 

He  was  honest,  and  he  was  just,  even  Thomas  Willis  and  his  bit- 
terest foes  admit  it,  in  their  hesitating  qandour,  vol.  i.  p.  117.  His 
life  was  stainless  and  without  reproach,  in  his  intercourse  with  others. 
Where,  where  is  the  accuser  who  complains  of  personal  wrong  or 
injury?  Where  the  assailant  who  charges  pollution  or  criminality  in 
conduct?  And  yet  it  is  such  a  man  that  we  are  called  upon  to  re- 
buke, and  because  we  would  not,  and  could  not  see  him  persecuted, 
and  abused,  and  silenced,  we  are  to  forfeit  our  civil  rights.  All  that 
we  have  done,  was  to  refuse  to  denounce  him,  to  gc»ti£y  those  who 
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lated  him  for  the  chMreness  of  his  testimonies;  and  now  we  are  our- 
elves  insulted,  and  denounced  as  heretics;  and  since  he  has  laid 
lown  in  the  grave,  and  gone  to  answer  for  his  faith,  his  opinipns  and 
lis  actions,  we  are  almost  scorned,  and  bid  to  stand  aside  as  unholy, 
^o  be  it.  The  pharisee  thanked  his  God  that  he  was  not  as  other 
nen ;  and  the  spirit  of  religious  hatred  and  int(derance,  does  now 
nanifest  itself  for  the  first  time. 

It  is  due  also  to  Elias  Hicks,  that  his  religious  opinions^  whether 
ire  concur  in  them  or  not,  should  not  be  misrepresented. 

If  r  understand  them  and  him,  they  were  of  the  same  east  as  those 
if  the  original  Quakers,  but  carried  out  perhaps  in  some  of  his  views 
0  a  hazardous  extent,  though  still  true  to  the  foundation  on  which 
''ox,  and  Barclay,  and  Penn  rested. 

His  opinions,  however^  cannot  be  properly  tested  by  his  letters  to 
Villis  and  others,  nor  by  the  understanding  of  hearers,  who  became 
learers  that  they  might  be  note^takers,  and,,  by  their  comprehennonp 
neasure  his  light. 

The  court  will  recollect  how  the  letters  to  Willis  were  procured. 
Jnder  the  garb  of  friendship  and  brotherly  love,  he  wrote  them  as 
amiliar  illustrations  to  familiar  friends,  in  answer  to  inquiries,  with- 
out caution,  or  the  anticipation  of  exposure  and  criticism.  They 
i^ere  to  be  returned.  His  correspondent  professed  to  return  them, 
lut  secretly  retained  a  copy  as  evidence  of  guilt,  for  the  purpose  of 
ondemnation.  Such  conduct  was  worthy  of  one,  who  could  equi* 
'ocate  and  hesitate  an  answer  in  regard  to  the  honesty  and  inte- 
;rity  of  Elias  Hicks.  Vol..  i.  of  Evidence,  p.  117.  I  rejoice  that 
ny  friend  did  not  attempt  the  defence  of  this  act  of  fraudful  dupli<^ 
:ity.  It  was  abhorrent  to  his  nature,  as  it  must  be  an  object  of 
oathing  and  disgust  to  every  honourable  mind.  These  letters  should 
lever  have  seen  the  light,  and  are  not  now  the  proper  evidence  by 
vhich  to  try  the  opinions  of  the  writer.  But,  sirs,  if  you  will  take 
lis  private  and  familiar,  confidential  and  hasty  letters,  then  take  also 
he  very  last,  written  almost  at  the  moment  of  his  death — the  closing 
ct  in  that  long  catalogue,  to  be  found  in  that  record  book,  by  which 
le  must  be  tried  at  the  last  great  day  of  accounts.  It  is  at  the  close 
if  those  memoirs  of  his  life,  which  have  been  given  to  the  world, 
md  by  its  spirit  and  opinions,  his  nearest  friends  are  willing  that 
le  should  now  be  judged  by  his  fellow-men.     Journal,  p.  439. 

«Nor  is  ft  more  just  to  try  him,  by  the  understanding  and  memory 
>f  the  note-takers,  who,  year  after  year,  treasured  up  their  conatrue- 
Hons  of  his  language  and  ideas.  (See  testimony  of  Parsons  and 
Willis.)  Who  can  bear  the  test  of  such  a  scrutiny?  I  need  not  cool- 
nent  on  its  uncertainty  and  injustice.  This  cause  furnishes  ample 
evidence  of  its  value.  Joseph  Whitall,  an  honest  man,  understood 
lim  to  express  certain  ideas.  The  very  character  of  these  ideas,  as 
icriptural  or  otherwise,  depended  on  the  pbrase<^gy  and  iliustra- 
ions  of  them;  and  Elias  Hicks  denied  the  accuracy  of  the  represen- 
lation   which  Whitali  |(ave.      He  disowned  the  meaning  which 
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Whitall  conveyed.  So  the  express-ridiDg  talebearers,  Comfort  and 
Bell,  were  confronted  and  disproved,  not  by  Elias  Hicks  only,  but 
by  all  who  were  present  and  heard  his  testimony  at  the  southern 
quarter,  and  who  were  called  on  to  giv\s  evidence  respecting  it 
Nay,  they  volunteered  a  denial  of  the  truth  of  their  story.  (See 
Evidence  and  Exhibits.) 

The  scene  also,  in  Philadelphia,  where  J.  Evans  declared  his  be- 
lief and  understanding  of  the  doctrines  of  Friends,  illustrates  the  dan- 
gerous nature  of  this  mode  of  testing  religious  opinions.  On  the 
very  spot,  at  the  very  moment,  denial  was  made,  and  the  witnesses 
declared  that  what  Evans  said  did  not  apply  to  the  testimony  of 
Elias  Hicks.  (See  Evidence.)  The  only  honest  and  fair  mode  of 
learning  what  his  religious  opinions  were,  is  by  consulting,  L 
.  His  sermons — 2.  The  journal  of  his  life — 3.  His  answers  to  tbe 
fourth  and  sixth  queries  propounded  to  him.  And  in  examining 
them,  we  must  keep  in  view  the  peculiar  mode  of  thought  and  ex- 
pression  which  has  always  distinguished  this  sect  from  every  other* 
There  is  dij£culty  in  this,  to  those  not  conversant  with  them;  but  it 
is  not  a  new  diificuity.  It  has  furnished  cause  of  complaint  and  ob- 
jection, ever  since  the  days  of  Fox,  when,  for  this  reason,  they  were 
ealled  fanatics  and  mystics. 

In  examining  these  documents,  the  whole  should  be  taken  together, 
not  in  scraps.  The  witnesses  of  the  complainants  demand  this  in 
other  cases,  and  when  applied  to  themselves,  and  are  unwilling  either 
.  that  ancient  Friends  should  be  tried  in  any  other  mode,  or  to  be  re- 
sponsible for  every  word  and  sentence  to  be  found  in  their  writiogB^ 
Vol.  i.  p.  75,  S.  Bettle,  vol.  i.  p.  270,  J.  Whitall  and  others. 

His  sermons  are  acknowledged  to  be,  in  the  general,  a  correct  re- 
presentation of  his  opinions. 

[Here  Mr.  S.  examined  some  of  the  passages  of  his  sermons 
quoted  on  the  adverse  side,  and  compared  them  with  others,  and 
with  the  context,  to  exhibit  his  meaning  and  their  coincfidence  with 
the  doctrines  of  early  Friends.  J 

Hiq  journal  or  memoirs  are  not. in  evidence,  but  still  it  is  fair 
towards  him,  that  the  opinions  there  developed,  should  be  examined, 
when  he  is  on  trial  for  his  faith ;  and  these  are  without  reproach  in 
point  of  Quaker  doctrine. 

But  the  safest  possible  guide  on  this  branch  of  our  subject,  is  the 
answer  to  the  six  queries.  They  were  a  deliberate  reply  to  inqui- 
ries made  by  those  who,  having  repeatedly  heard  his  doctrines  mis- 
represented and  abused,  desired  an  explicit  explanation  of  them. 
The  court  will  remember  the  history  of  their  introduction  and  use 
in  this  controversy.  We  early  protested  against  an  examination  into 
matters  of  faith;  it  was  however  forced  upon  us,  and  much  evidence 
was  given  on  this  point  and  these  queries,  among  other  things  re- 
ferred ta  We  then  asked  for  them  that  they  might  speak  for  them- 
selves. They  were  thus  produced,  vol.  i.  p.  167,  and  when  inquiry 
was  made  of  Samuel  Parsons,  one  of  the  most  zealous,  I  will  not  say 
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least  scrupulous  of  the  Orthodox  party,  he  admitted  the  answers  to 
these  queries  to  be  consouant  to  the  doctrine  of  Friends,  vol.  i.  n. 
219.  Tkty  are  so^  and  the  only  question  is,  do  they  exhibit  'the 
true  doctrines  preached  by  Elias  Hicks?  I  commend  them  to  the  at* 
tention  of  the  court  They  may  not  correspond  with  our  religious 
faith,  but  they  do  with  that  of  Fox  and  Penn. 

[Here  Mr.  Southard  read  and  examined  several  of  the  answers  to 
the  queries  ;  but  as  the  whole  are  inserted  in  Mr.  WalPs  argument^ 
it  is  deemed  unnecessary  to  repeat  them.] 

That  these  doctrines  do  not  justify  the  denunciations  against  Elias 
Hicks  which  have  been  made  by  the  Orthodox,  whatever  other 
christians  may  think  of  them,  is  perfectly  apparent.  It  would,  in- 
deed, be  no  difficult  task  to  find  parallel  ideas  to  some  of  them 
among  those  who  have  passed  as  lights  in  the  christian  world.  It 
might  be  both  amusing  and  instructive  to  make  an  investigation  of 
this  fact;  but  the  time  and  patience  of  the  court  demand  forbeai^ 
ance.  In  some  of  the  peculiarities  a  correspondence  may  be  found  ia 
the  writings  of  Samuel  Clarke,  <<  that  star  next  to  Newton,  in  hisow« 
day,  in  brightness,  unus  omnes  lon^e  longe  antecellens^**  whom  Ad- 
dison calls  the  most  accurate,  learned,  and  judicious  writer  of  the  age; 
and  whose  last  great  work  was  said  to  be  supra  oninem  tfividiam. 

But  we  are  told  that  we  are  not  to  trust  this  deliberate  exposition 
by  Elias  Hicks,  but  rather  rely  on  the  secret  note-taker,  the  personal 
enemy,  and  the  hasty  private  letter.  This  is  a  perversion  of  all  oar 
principles  of  judgment  in  other  cases.  Why  should  we  disbelieve 
Elias  Hicks,  when  he  openly  and  for  the  .very  object  of  avoiding 
misrepresentation,  declares  his  belief,  his  opinions,  his  faith  ?  Why 
shall  we  go  upon  ^he  presumption  that  he  acted  falsely  ?  Because; 
say  our  adversaries,  <<he  was  under  accusation" — <<u^  h^d  foand 
fault  with  him,  and  he  desired  to  relieve  himself  from  imputation.'' 
Even  if  this  were  true,  yet,  as  it  is  matter  of  &ith  and  conscience, 
how  can  the  truth  by  possibility  be  teMed  but  by  his  declaration  ? 
Who,  on  earth,  shall  dare  to  press  the  scrutiny  further?  And  is  not 
the  refusal  to  receive  his  declaration,  solemnly  made,  but  another 
evidence  of  the  intolerance  of  which  we  complain  ?  of  the  spirit  of 
the  inquisition  itself,  which  has  found  too  close  an  imitation  in  this 
cause  ?  Is  it  true,  when  a  man  is  accused  of  error  of  opinion  in  re- 
ligion, that  his  solemn  affirmation  of  what  he  thinks  shall  be  disre- 
garded ?  that  he  cannot  purge  himself  by  an  open  avowal  ?  Let  ui 
beware  how  we  sustain  such  a  position.  It  is  neither  just  in  itself 
nor  correspondent  with  the  day  in  which^  and  the  institutions  under 
which  we  live. 

If  I  recollect  correctly,  when  Dr.  Clarke,  about  1712  or  1714,  pub- 
lished his  Doctrine  of  the  Trinity,  or  Exposition  of  Scripture  Texts, 
&c.,  a  work  of  unusual  power,  the  lower  house  of  convocation  made 
formal  complaint  to  the  bishops  of  its  heterodoxy.  He  gave  in  a 
statement  of  his  opinions,  and  the  bishops  were  satisfied,  readilgraa- 
tisfied.     It  may  be,  for  aught  that  I  can  say,  that  he  yielded  some- 
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thing  of  his  peculiar  views  in  this  statement,  or  at  least  of  his  mode 
of  stating;  them  ;  and,  as  it  was  remarked  of  him,  on  another  occa- 
sion, by  Whiston,  that  <<  the  bishop  of  London,  in  the  way  of  mo- 
dem authority 9  was  quite  too  hard  for  Dr.  Clarke  in  thetDaycf 
primitive  Christianity/'  he  may  possibly  have  avoided  the  full  ex- 
position of  all  his  views — but  his  statement  was  received.  So  here 
Elias  Hicks's  primitive  Qtiakerism  may  not  be  able  to  resist  8u^ 
cessfully  the  zeal  of  Orthodox  authority  armed  by  the  uncontrolled 
power  of  an  Orthodox  clerk,  yet  even  its  intolerance  is  bound,  in  aH 
fairness,  to  receive,  as  true,  the  opinions  thus  promulgated. 

But  do  the  Orthodox  perceive  the  imputation  they  cast  on  PenO) 
by  the  principle  they  now  avow  as  to  Hicks?  When  Penn  had  pub- 
lished his  Sandy  Foundation  Shaken^  in  which  every  form  of  ex- 
pression is  used  to  reprobate  the  doctrine  of  the  trinity  as  understood 
and  expressed  by  trinitarians,  he  was,  upon  the  motion  of  the  bishop 
of  London,  imprisoned  in  the  tower.  He  there,  wrote  his  Innocenq 
with  open  Face^  and  gave  an  explanation  of  his  doctrine,  which  satis- 
fi^  the  bishop,  and  he  was  released.  Yet  did  he  desert  his  faith  ?  did 
he  become  a  trinitarian  ?  No  one,  in  the  exercise  of  candour,  will  say 
that  he  did.  He  himself  declares  that  he  <<did  not  budge  one  jot^ 
Now  was  Penn  insincere,  and  to  be  disbelieved  ?  The  Orthodox 
will  not  assert  this.  Then  why  accuse  Elias  Hicks  of  insincerity  and 
fiaJsehood  in  the  answers  to  the  six  queries  ?  Why  apply  one  rule 
to  William  Penn — another  to  Elias  Hicks  ? 

His  sincerity  is  not  doubted  by  those  who  long  and  best  knew 
him — with  the  melancholy  exceptions  to  which  I  have  before  averted. 
The  certificate  by  eighteen  such  persons  testifies,  that  they  have 
known  him,  and  most  of  them  been  in  habits  of  familiar  intercoane 
with  him,  and  they  believe  that  these  sentiments  are  the  same  that 
they  have  always  understood  him  to  maintain. 

And  the  testimony  borne  to  his  merit,  after  his  death,  by  his 
monthly  and  quarterly  meeting,  is  an  affectionate  expression  of 
afSicted  feeling  upon  the  loss  of  one,  whose  virtues  were  admired, 
whose  person  was  loved,  whose  worth  was  venerated,  whose  inte- 
grity was  unstained,  whose  memory  was  precious.  With  that  record 
offered  to  the  just  consideration  of  the  court,  I  leave  the  slanders 
which  have  been  heaped  upon  him.  He  was  not  our  leader,  we  ha?e 
not  assumed  his  name ;  we  have  another  and  a  higher  leader,^aDother 
and  a  nobler  name. 

We  stand  upon  our  rights  as  men,  as  American  citizens,  as  hum- 
ble followers  of  that  light  which  the  father  of  light  may  vouchsafe  to 
us ;  and  we  entreat  this  honourable  court  to  weigh  well  the  grounds 
upon  which  our  claims  rest  May  I  recapitulate  them  without  ex- 
hausting your  patience  ? 

1.  The  fund  in  dispute  was  created  for  our  own  use  aYid  benefit- 
not  for  others — to  educate  our  own  children,  not  to  be  taken  from 
us  by  strangers,  and  carried  beyond  our  limits  and  the  jurisdiction  of 
the  courts  under  whose  protection  we  placed  it. 
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2.  We  subjected  it  to  no  acts  of  incorporation,  to  no  fixed,  and 
avowed,  and  covenanted  principles  of  faith  and  belief;  to  no  rule  or 
condition  other  than  our  own  will  expressed  through  our  agents. 

3.  We  have  managed  it  from  the  commencement,  and  are  now 
managing  it  in  strict  conformity  with  the  original  purposes  of  its 
creation  ;  bearing  its  burdens  and  devoting  it  to  the  object  for  which 
it  was  intended  ;  and  denying  to  none  of  those  who  united  in  its 
creation,  or  to  their  descendants,  whether  Friends  or  Orthodox^  or 
even  others,  the  full  benefit  of  all. its  use. 

4.  We  have  governed  it  by  our  preparative  meeting,  which  is  in 
full  existence  ;  professing  the-same  faith,  regulated  by  the  same  dis- 
cipline, the  same  rules,  the  same  principles,  which  existed  and  ope- 
rated when  the  subscription  was  made. 

5.  Stacy  Decow,  the  defendant,  who  represents  us,  was  the  regu- 
larly appointed  treasurer  of  that  meeting  under  circumstances  which 
make  his  election  legal  and  incontestible.  The  trustees  who  were  to 
advise  and  direct  him,  were  chosen  by  the  joint  act  of  ourselves  and 
our  adversaries,  before  the  unity  was  broxen,  and  they  hold  their 
stations  and  power  by  that  high  authority. 

6/  No  other  power,  man  nor  setof  men,  monthly  or  other  meet- 
ing, has  right  to  interfere  with  us ;  and  if  they  have,  that  right  must 
be  exercised  in  the  appointed  mode,  by  the  rules  of  our  discipline ; 
but  no  such  interference  has  even  been  attempted  ;  and  how  can  thi» 
or  any  court  dare  to  interfere  and  supply  the  defects  of  their  action. 
We  have  not  been  dealt  with,  nor  disowned,  nor  laid  down.  And 
our  opponents  admit  that  that  is  the^only  mode  in  which  they  can 
control  or  govern  us  or  this  property. 

7.  Our  rights. are  not  to  be  adjudged  upon  principles  applicable  to 
incorporations.  We  have  no  incorporation  ;  we  act  as  individuals,' 
we  subscribed  as  such  ;  the  property  is  common  and  joint,  we  are 
partners  in  the  fund  \  a  majority,  by  every  principle  of  right,  and 
justice,  and  law,  may  control  it,  and  we  are  that  majority. 

8.  The  minority  withdrew  from  us,  without  cause,  without  etcuse, 
and  they  cannot  hav6  risht  to  the  control  or  possession  of  the  fund. 
If  they  retain  right  at  all,  it  can  only  be  in  proportion  to  thejr  num- 
bers, and  to  that  extent  we  are  willing  to  yield  to  them. 

9.  Although  there  are  connexion  and  subordination  between  the 
meetings,  they  relate  to  the  preservation  of  a  comely  order  in  the 
society,  but  does  not,  and  never  did,  relate  to  property.  No  instance 
in  the  whole  history  of  Quakerism  has  been,  or  can  be,  presented,' 
where  a  subordination  in  regard  to  it  has  been  enforced,  against  the 
judgment  and  consent  of  the  owners. 

10.  The  yearly  meeting  to  which  we  are  said  to  be  subordinate, 
and  from  which  we  are  charged  with  seceding,  never  had,  and  never 
pretended  to  have,  control  over  our  property ;  and  if  it  had,  that 
yearly  meeting  was  dissolved.  The  spirit  of  unity,  without  which 
it  could  not  exist  one  moment,  had  deserted  it ;  it  was  gone  for  ever. 
The  acts  of  the  Orthodox  party  previous  to  that  meeting,  and  upon 
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itsopeniDg,  had  destroyed  the  only  bond  which  ever  bound  it  to- 
gether ;  the  only  terms  of  the  contract ;  the  conditions  of  the  cove- 
nant ;  and  we  left  to  reorganize  it  as  we  could.  This  was  our  duty ; 
our  solemn  obligation ;  and  to  this  there  was  no  earthly  impedi- 
ment 

1 1.  We  are  not  to  be  excluded  from  our  rights,  upon  any  allegatioo 
of  having  deserted  the  faith  of  ancient  Friends.  We  profess  to  be- 
lieve,a8  they  believed  ;  we  have  the  same  doctrines,  and  the  same 
discipline.  We  so  profess  in  our  answer  ;  we  so  prove  by  our  eri- 
denee ;  and  there  is  a  total  want  of  testimony  to  show  that  our  pro^ 
fession  is  false  ;  that  any  one  of  us  has  ever  uttered  aii  idea  which 
did  not  become  a  Quaker ;  or,  that  we  have,  in  the  remotest  degree, 
approved,  or  been  connected  with  Elias  Hicks,  or  any  other  who  is, 
justly  or  unjustly,  accused  of  false  doctrines. 

12.  We  claim  those  rights  of  liberty  of  conscience  which  forbid 
all  interference  by  public  or  private  authority  with  our  faith;  a 
liberty  which  is  laid  at  the  very  foundation  of  all  our  civil  and  re- 
ligious institutions ;  purchased  by  our  fathers ;  guaranteed  by  all  our 
laws  and  constitutions;  sacred  and  inviolate  as  human  reason  and 
human  guards  can  make  it.  In  the  exercise  of  this  liberty,  we  have 
ofiended  no  man  intentionally ;  none  have  we  wronged  ;  no  human 
law  have  we  broken  ;  why  then  shall  we  be  subjected  to  pains,  and 
penalties,  and  forfeitures  ?  Why  shall  courts  interfere  with  us,  and 
first  adjudge  what  we  ought  to  think,  and  then  what  we  do  tiiink, 
and,  following  out  their  false  reasoning  from  false  premises,  take 
from  us  our  property,  and  lay  waste  our  civil  and  religious  charac- 
ter? The  judgment  of  the  court  below  was  honest,  but  it  is  odioos. 
It  takes  not  a  part,  but  the  whole.  The  power  of  the  court,  beyond 
question,  in  such  a  case,  of  a  partnership  in  property,  and  the  volun- 
tary dissolution  of  the  connexion,  was  ample  to  say,  that  the  com- 

Elainants  were  entitled  to  the  share  they  introduced  into  the  fund, 
ut  no  more.  The  argument  and  authorities  of  my  colleague  were 
conclusive  on  this  point.  In  such  a  decision  we  should  most  cheer- 
fully have  acquiesced ;  toe  never  claimed ;  we  never  desired  to  re- 
tain their  share.  It  was  enough  for  us  that  they  had  subscribed  it 
for  their  own  benefit  and  that  of  their  children  ;  it  was  theirs  ;  and 
justice,  the  feelings  of  our  nature,  the  principles  of  our  religious 
fiiith,  all  demanded  that  they  should  possess  and  manage  it  We 
know  nothing  of  that  Orthodoxy  which  claims  all  upon  an  unsup- 
ported allegation  of  error  in  the  intercourse  between  them  and  their 
Maker.  We  promptly  and  without  delay,  as  soon  as  they  apprized 
us  that  they  could  no  longer  worship  with  us,  tendered  to  them  a 
division  of  all  the  property,  on  principles  of  equity,  and  by  num- 
bers. We  repeated  the  offer  again  and  again  ;  and  we^  once  more, 
here  offer  to  them  their  full  proportion.  I  am  authorized  to  declare, 
as  I  now  do,  that  if  the  judgment  of  the  court  below  should  be  re- 
versed, on  any  groundy  no  mazier  whaty  the  offer  shall  be  repeated, 
and  the  division  made,  if  they  will  accept  it     Why,  sirs,  will  they 


not  do  it?  Why  will  not  this  court  require  them  to  do  it  ?  It  is 
the  only  mode  in  whi(?h  peace  can  be  restored  within  the  wide  spread 
limits  of  this  virtuous  and  once  peaceful  community.  The  judgment 
which  shall  instruct  us  and  our  present  adversaries,  that  here,  and  in 
this  land,  liberty  of  conscience  has  found  a  secure  abode ;  that  we 
are  truly  equal ;  that  avarice  of  mon^v  cannot  be  cloaked  by  assumed 
orthodoxy  of  opinion,  and  that  forfeitures  do  not  accompany  either 
alleged  or  proved  errors  of  faith,  will  also  teach  us  and  them^  that 
peace,  and  unity,  and  brotherly  love  may  be  restored,  even  vyhere 
they  have  been,  for  a  time,  exiled  and  unknown.  Although  such  a 
decision  may  not  produce  relentings  in  a  few  of  those  who  have  con- 
trived and  executed  this  work  of  ruin,  it  will  aflect  those  who  are 
honestly  disposed  to  do  justice  and  love  their  brethren  ;  thousands 
who  belong  to  the  society.  I  am  bound  to  admit  that  the  views  pre- 
sented by  my  clients,  have  been  met  by  a  resistance,  bold,  strong, 
and  eloquent  If  we  succeed,  as  I  trust  we  may ;  if  they  fail,  as  law 
and  justice  demand  that  they  should,  their  counsel  may  say,  without 
presumption.  Si  Pergamay  dexlra,  dtfendi  possent ;  etiam  hoc 
d^ensa  fuissent.  But  Hector's  arm  was  not  strong  enough  to  save 
the  city. 

But  I  must  close,  and  I  do  it  with  the  declaration  that  there  is  but 
one  principle  of  equal  justice  to  be  applied  to  this  cause,  and  we  only 
desire  that  it  be  applied  equally  to  both  parties.  We  desire  no  tri- 
umph to  their  injury.  We  have  travelled  long  and  joyously  as 
brethren.  But  as  they  now  tell  us  that  we  have  reached  a  point 
where  we  can  travel  together  no  longer,  let  us  separate,  without  Ih- 
justice  and  aggression.  My  eloquent  friend  told  you  that  his  clients^ 
cause  was  a  little  bark  which  had  hitherto  met  and  survived  £he  tor- 
rent and  the  gale,  and  he  trusted,  with  the  guidance  of  this  court,  it 
would  be  safely  conducted  to  the  desired  haven.  May  I  suggest  to 
him,  and  to  them,  that  if  the  spirit  of  life  and  truth  from  above  had 
been  at  the  helm,  they  need  not  anxiously  regard  the  aid  of  any  hu- 
man power.  May  that  spirit  dictate  the  decision  of  this  tribunal, 
and  the  day  speedily  arrive  when  these  parties  will  again  embrace  in 
the  same  spirit,  and  worship  the  God  of  their  fathers  in  united  ado- 
ration. 

The  court  adjourned. 
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The  court  rMumed  the  oonildereiioii  of  the  emae,  and  oq  the  qaegHoD,  Bfaill  the 
deeree  of  the  CbanoeUor  in  this  came,  be  affirmed  or  retailed  f  tka  ^potaa  w«c  u 
iiUowi  : 

Fbr  Affirmance. 

Meaera.  Boau>,  Meaara.  Wood, 

M^Dowux,  MsucLS, 

Green,  Pkisxdkht. 


Clakk, 


Fn'  ReverBtd, 


Meaara.  Holmeb,  Meaara.  CLAwaoN, 

Campion, 


Whereupon  it  waa  determined  to  affirm  the  decree  of  the  Chanoellor  in  thb  caoie, 
and  that  each  party  pay  hia  own  coats. 

IN  THE  CX)URT  OF  APPEALS,  IN  THE  LAST  RESORT  IN  ALL  CAUSES 

OF  LAW  AND  EQUITY. 


Between 

Stacy  Decow,  who  is 
impleaded  with  Joseph 
Hendrickson,  Appellant. 

and 
Thomas  L.  Shotwcll,  Respondent. 


On  bin  of  interpleader. 


o 


Thomas  L.  Shotwell,  and 

^'"''^ll'!"  ""^'  1-  On  biU  to  foredoM. 

Joseph  Hendrickaon. 

iijpon  Appeal  against  the  seteral  decreet^  rendered  by  the  Court  qfCianeery  of  the  StMt 

of  New  Jeroey,  in  the  said  sevtrmi  oouaea. 

The  said  Appeal  coming  on  to  be  heard  and  debated  at  a  Special  Term  of  thf  Couri 
tJf  Appeals  in  ^e  last  resort  in  all  causes  of  law  and  eqnity,  held  at  the  State*  Hoom  in 
Trenton,  commencing  on  the  sixteenth  day  of  July,  in  the  year  of  oar  Lord  one  thoo- 
aand  eigflt  hundred  and  thirty-three,  and  the  pleadings  in  the  said  several  causes,  vA 
the  depositions,  exhibits  and  proo&  taken  in  the  said  causes  in  the  Court  of  Chancerj. 
and  the  several  decrees  of  the  said  Court  of  Clfanoery  in  the  said  several  causes,  and 
the  said  petition  of  Appeal  and  the  answers  thereto  having  been  read,  and  the  said  canset 
and  the  several  matters  therein,  having  been  opened  and  debated  by  Garret  D.  Wall 
and  Samuel  L.  Southard,  esquires,  of  Counsel  for  the  said  Stacy  Decow,  and  by  George 
Wood  and  Theodore  Frclinghuysen,  esquires,  of  Counsel  with  the  said  Joseph  Hen- 
drickson,  and  the  court  having  taken  time  to  advise  thereon,  and  the  whole  matters  beinf 
duly  and  fully  considered,  and  due  deliberation  had  thereon  :  It  is  now  here,  that  is  to 
^^,  aay,  on  the  fifteenth  day  of  Augiist,  in  the  year  of  our  Lord,  eighteen  hundred  and 
^  thirty -three,  Ordered,  That  the  several  decrees  of  the  Chancellor  complained  of  in  tiw 
petition  of  Appeal,  be  in  all  things  affirmed,  and  the  Appeal  dismissed,  and  that  each 
party  pay  their  own  costs  of  the  said  Appeal,  and  that  the  Clerk  of  this  Court  return  to 
the  Clerk  of  Chancery,  all  the  papers  which  have  been  received  by  him  from  the  Clerk 
of  the  Court  of  Chancery,  together  with  a  copy  of  this  order,  to  the  end,  that  the  Court  of 
,  Chancery  may  carry  into  enect  the  several  decrees  of  the  said  court  appealed  from  as 
aforesaid,  and  may  proceed  therein  agreeably  to  equity  and  the  practice  of  the  laid 
court. 
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On  motion  of  L  H.  Wllliiinwiin,  of  oooniel  with  the  tiid  Jomh  Hendricknn.* 

After  the  judgment  of  the  co^  wu  pronounced,  the  President  made  the  foKowinf 
commimication,  which  was  directed  to  he  pkced  on  the  minutes  of  the  court 

The  court  would  most  earnestly  recommend  to  the  parties  interested  in  the  prennt 
controversy,  to  make  a  speedy  and  amicable  adjustment  of  all  their  disputes  and  diA-. 
cutties. 

We  have  always  regretted  to  see  these  religious  controversies  brought  into  our  courts 
of  justice  ;  it  has  a  demoralizing  influence  on  society ;  is  a  stumbling-block  to  the  un^ 
converted,  and  a  source  of  great  joy  and  rejoicing  to  the  infidel. 

It  is,  therefore,  the  sincere  desire  of  the  court,  that  all  parties  concerned  will  make 
every  effort  in  their  power  to  effect  a  speedy  compromise  of  their  difficulties,  on  such 
just  and  equitable  principles  as  may  properly  become  those  who  profess  to  be  influenced 
by  the  light  within,  the  Spirit  of  God  operating  on  sincere  and  honest  hearts. 

(The  Court  adjourned.) 


State  of  New  Jersey  : 

I,  James  D.  Westoott,  Secretary  of  the  State  of  New  Jersey,  and  ez-officlo  Clerk 
of  the  Court  of  Appeals,  in  the  last  resort  in  all  causes  of  law,  do  certify.  That  the  fere> 

foing  is  a  true  extract  from  the  minutes  of  said  Court,  made  at  a  special  term,  begun  at 
'repton,  July  sixteen,  A.  D.  eighteen  hundred  and  thirty-three,  as  compared  with  the 
records  now  remaining  on  file  in  said  Court 


*  * 

*  SKAIi.  * 

*  * 

^^  ^F  ^n  ^n  ^n  ^P  ^^  ^^ 


In  testimony  whereof  I  have  hereunto  set  my  hand  and  seal  of  office, 
this  twenty-seventh  day  of  August,  A.  D.  eighteen  hundred  and 
thirty-three. 

JAMES  D.  WESTCOTT. 


Page  319,  19th  line  from  lop,  ibr  propeiuitica,  read  principle, 
"    320,    5th  liae  from  tup,  uflcr  the  word  Dccow,  add  "  claiming  to  br  It 
"    331,    6t]i  line  floiii  top,  tat  dciend,  tcod  prtttnl. 

335,  90(h  line  from  lop,  far  title,  read  bill. 

352,  33d  Une  from  top,  for  and,  ivod  (Aai. 

358,  laili  line  from  bottom,  tbr  wliom,  Tcnci  uAo. 

360,    tjth  line  from  to]>,  forwilncta,  read  icitneiiei. 

3G4,  33(1  line  from  lop,  insert  t)iu  worii  lA'  before  the  word  »erp«'nl 

371,  aOth  line  froni  bolltun,  for  cncnif ,  read  enmitg. 

40G,  -ilrt  line  from  bollum,  tbr  lt^3,  road  \^8. 

444,    Hh  line  I'rom  top,  for  fnth,  read /aJfA. 

44B,  ntJi  line  from  lop,  for  held,  read  hvld. 


